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PREFACE. 



A sudden and severe illness in the autumn of 1871, which 
for a time threatened the speedy extinction of life, from the 
effects of which I have not even now fully recovered (and 
perhaps shall never wholly recover), compelled me to suspend 
the publication of this volume, with which I was at the time 
busily engaged, and of which I had then over two hundred 
and fifty pages printed. Through the mercy of God I re- 
covered to some extent in a few weeks, but the attack wholly 
unfitted me for many months for any severe or prolonged 
mental effort, (and the preparation of Law Reports for the 
press is one of the severest forms of mental labor), and I was 
consequently unable until last December to resume publica- 
tion. All this has tended to produce delay (which no one 
regrets more than myself) in the publication of this work. 

Other causes set out at length in the preface to my first 
volume, — the bringing up the arrears of the five years pre- 
vious to my appointment, during which there was no official 
reporter, — the enormous increase of the work itself, which 
has grown steadily ever since my appointment, which even in 
1869 had nearly doubled, and is now more than three times as 
great as when I became Reporter, — the extreme pains 1 have 
taken to report the arguments and especially the decisions as 
fully as possible and with the utmost accuracy, — have helped 
to produce delay. 

The simple fact is that the work of reporting for all our 
superior Courts — the Supreme Court in banco. Equity Court, 
Common Law Chambers, Divorce Court, and the Court of Vice 
Admiralty — has for years been entirely too much for one man, 
and I have seriously and probably permanently injured my 
health in the attempt to perform it, for my physicians say that 
my illness has been caused by overwork, the strain on the 
mind of constant reporting, &c , for years having proved too 
severe oven for a naturally strong constitution. 



VI, PREFACE, 

The increase of the work of onr Riiperior Conrts may be 
gathered from the fact that the Government of the DttminioQ 
conrtidererl it necessary in 1870 to appoint two additioDal 
Judges, and that in the Term lately closed there were 119 
ca!)e4 on the docket, and the Court was obliged to sit in two 
divisions for several weeks to overtake the work. The docket 
for the Term immediately after my appointment contaiued 
onlv 42 cases. 

» 

Some persons may think that I have reported the decisions 
too fully, and have taken too much pains to ensure the moat 
minute accuracy. I can only say that I have felt deeply 
impressed with a remark of one of ray learned predecesaors 
who says : " There is no species of publication which demands 
more scrnpulous accuracy than those histories of judicial 
proceedings and decisions to which the name of Reports has 
been long appropriated." It is comparatively seldom that 
sectmd editions of Liw Reports are published, and there ifl} 
therefore, not often an opportunity of correcting an error. 
A learned writer has said that on the fidelity and accuracy of 
Law Reporters the evidence of a very great pari of the h^ 
entirely depends. I have often spent hours over the 
preparation of a single head note, carefully weighing every 
word in order that the note, as is necessary, might be as brief 
as possible and yet exhaustive and perfectly accurate. I may 
remind non-professional readers that these notes are expected 
to contain the law on the points to which they reler, aud latr 
as binding as a Statute. 

If the reporting for our superior Courts is to be contiiuied, 
it is now absolutely necessary that the entire system should 
be changed. As already intimated, no one man can do tlio 
work, and an additional reporter, or reporters, must be ap* 
pointed, or the work of the reporter considerably lessened- 
Indeed, during the last two years, I have been compelled to 
emph)y one and often two assistants whom 1 have paid out at 
m)' own means. In other countries each Court has its owH 
distinct reporter with a salary very much larger than rain^f 
and in England there are generally two reporters to eacb 
Court. 

When, and in what manner, then, this volume will be contf 
pleted will depend very largely upon the provision which m*/ 
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) made therefor during the present session of the Provincial 
dgislatnro. 

I shall take another opportunity of putting ray views before 
e Legislature on this whole subject of Law Reporting, and 
'suggesting the provision which I think should be made tbr 
'inging up the arrears, and for a satisfactory continuance of 
le work, and I shall then contentedly leave the whole ques- 
on to their decision. 

Tliis work contains all the decisions of Michaslraas Term, 
B65, all the judgments of the Judge in Equity and the Asso- 
late Judges in an important Equity case involving the 
iaposition of real estate worth over £30,000, — several Equity 
ecisions, — all the judgments of Trinity Term, 1866, except a 
3\v of the oral ones, and several decisions of December, 
866, and January, 1867. As I was anxious that this Part 
hould contain as many decisions as possible, and as several 
f the oral decisions of Trinity Term, 1866, some of which 
reef considerable importance, would require more time to 
>repare them for the press, than I can spare just now, I have 
letermined to publish the work without the oral decisions just 
eferred to. The pages from 336 to 369 will be occupied 
nth these decisions, and will (D. Y.) appear in the second 
>art of this volume. 

Among the decisions will be found the important case of 
tclntosh V. CuUerif in which the whole Bench, for the first 
ime, as far as my knowledge extends, decided that a con- 
tactor could recover on a written contract, although he had 
^owedly departed to some extent from its terms, provided he 
id Buhstantially performed the work, and had not fraudu- 
ntly or wilfully deviated from the terms of the contract. 
In this work will also be found the case of The Queen v, 
^losey, Douglas, and others, commonly known as the Zero 
8e. This was so very remarkable a case that I judged it 
>rtliy of permanent preservation even in a historical point 

view. I thought it was also worthy of being permanently 
t^orded, from the fact that the Court under the Dominion 
^ts still retains the power to reserve a case, as was done in 
*8 instance. 

In the following pages there is also the remarkable case of 
^Tishome et al. v. WUhina et al^ the decision in which, as to 
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the question of survivorship under the very singular circum- 
stances of the case, was based upon the judgment in Under 
wood V. Wing^ decided in February, 1860, in the House of 
Lords. 

Halifax, AprU^ 1873, 
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BLACK V. SAWYER. 

December 5, 1865. 

A preferential assignment, no matter how slight or meritorious the preferences 
may be, and though made for Uie benefit of all the creditors of the assignor, is 
not an " assignment for the general benefit of all the creditors," within the 
meaning of the sixth section of chap. 119, Revised Statutes, and has, therefore, 
no effect until registered. 

Trespass against a sheriflf for taking a sleigh and robes. 
Pleas, justifying the tating under execution against one H. B. 
Mitchell, etc. 

At the trial before Bliss, J., at Halifax, in May, 1865, it ap- 
peared that the Plaintiff claimed, under an assignment from 
one H. B. Mitchell, the execution debtor, dated 6th October, 
1862. The Solicitor General for the defendant contended 
that this assignment was void for want of the registration 
required by the Provincial Act of 1862, ch. 7, (now Revised 
Statutes, chap, 119,) sec. 1, it not heing, as he argued, an assign- 
ment for the general benefit of creditors within the meaning 
of the sixth section of that Act, and, therefore, not within the 
exception in that section. 

The learned Judge reserved the point, and the case went 
to the jury, who found for the plaintiff. 

It appeared that the assignment was made between H. B. 
Mitchell, of the first part, the plaintiff, one of his creditors, of 
the second, and the several other creditors executing the in- 
strument, of the third part. It conveyed to the plaintiff all 
the real and personal estate of the assignor, with the usual 
powers of sale and collection, upon trusty afier payment of 
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the costs, disbursements, and charges to pay the several per- 
sons named in the schedule the full amount of their respective 
claims, or such part thereof as therein particularly specified, 
and then to pay the residue ratably and without any priority 
or preference to the creditors executing the deed. The trus- 
tee was then empowered to pay all creditors in full whose 
claims did not exceed, or who would accept ten dollars in 
full ; and to give Mitchell the absolute property in his house- 
hold furniture, and goods not exceeding the value of $100. 
The assignment also contained a release from the creditors, 
and provided that no creditor should be allowed to execute 
the assignment after the expiration of two months from its 
date, or such extended time as the trustee should deem rea- 
sonable and just. The schedule of preferential creditors 
comprehended : "First — Mary Mitchell, for the full amount of 
her claim, secured by judgment, on which execution was 
sued out previous to any assignment of effects ; Second — The 
plaintiff, also a judgment creditor, with execution issued, 
binding goods previous to any assignment, to be paid the full 
amount of his claim ; Third — George A. Chapin, of Boston, 
U. S., to be paid $200, part of his claim, being for goods en- 
trusted for sale on pledge of security therefor." 



Solicitor Oeneral, for defendant. Certain creditors are pre- 
ferred by the assignment, and are to be paid in full before the 
balance of the property is divided among the other creditors, 
etc. The fact is, there was not enough property assigned to pay 
the party having the first lien. Our Act (Rev. Statutes, chap. 
119) is similar to the Imperial Act, 17 & 18 Vict., ch. 36. The lat- 
ter Act differs from ours in a single word only. The question is, 
k this assignment an assignment for the general benefit of the 
creditors of the assignor. The Imperial Act omits the word 
" general." The preferences prevent this assignment from 
being an assignment for the general benefit of creditors. 
Where there is no preference, there is no person to be pro- 
tected by registration. Where there is a preference, regis- 
tration is eminently necessary. The creditors here are called 
upon to release, though they would have got nothing. The 
two executions-^probably the first, would have taken every- 
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thing. These preferential assignments are a crying fraud, 
1 Jmerican Leading Cases, 93. This assignment contains a 
reservation for the benefit of the debtor himself. In 20 Johns. 
He^. 442, a deed of assignment was held fraudulent and void, 
uoder the Statute of Frauds, because it contained a stipula- 
tion that the shares or proportions of the creditors neglecting 
to execute it within the time limited should be paid to the 
assignor himself. (Cites BurriU on Assignments,) The as- 
signment here is really for the benefit of the debtor. In 14 
^oihm. Rep. 458, it was held that a reservation to the assignor 
o:f part of the property assigned made the assignment fraudu- 
^^Xit and void. In 5 Johns. Chan. Rep. 332, it was held that 
* I^articular provision in a deed that the creditors were not 
*c> to paid in proportion, etc., unless they should execute and 
deliver a complete discharge of their demands, was rigorous, 
coercive, and unjust. How can that be called an assignment 
*^^ the general benefit of creditors, when only one particular 
cletss — perhaps only one particular creditor — can receive any 
^^nefit under it? 



Sutherlandj Q. C, contr^. The assignment here is an as- 
signment for the general benefit of creditors. All the cases 
^ited on the other side are American cases. We are governed 
^y the English law. In England a stipulation in an assign- 
ment for the release of the debtor, as a condition of receiving 
^he benefit of the deed, has been held valid even against a 
claim of the crown. BurriU on Assignments , 144 ; Rex. v. 
Watson, 3 Price, 6. A deed of assignment has also been 
sustained there containing a clause that creditors not coming 
in within six months should be peremptorily excluded. Oould 
V. Robertson^ 4 DeGex & Smale, 509. (Cites Angdl on As. 
aignmentSj 114.) The right of giving preferences to creditors 
in deeds of assignment, in cases not within the Bankrupt law, 
is admitted in England. BurriU on Assignm^ents, 107. An as- 
signment containing clauses enabling the trustees to employ 
the debtor in winding up the affairs of the estate, and in car- 
rying on his trade, and to allow him out of the trust estate 
therefor, has been sustained. Undf 173; Coate etdlY. WUr 
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liam^f 9 Eng. Law & Eq. Rep. 481. (Cites also BunriM on 
Assignments, 107, 8.) 

Blanchardf Q, C, follows on the same side. The schedule 
only makes preferential those creditprs whom the law had 
already made preferential. The Act does not say " for ther 
general and eqiud benefit of creditors." The Legislature 
never could have intended to shut out assignments containing' 
a release for the debtor. The statement of some time in the 
assignment within which creditors must come is is indispen- 
sable for the protection of the trustee. [Bliss, J. The '*^ gen- 
eral benefit of creditors " naeans the benefit of all the credi- 
tors. WiLKiNS, J. It is the duty of a Judge, in construing a 
Statute, to give effect to every word. The word " general " 
must have some meaning. Bliss, J. Is not this assignment^ 
in effect, a particular assignment for the benefit of certain 
creditors and general for all the rest.] (Cites Williams on> 
Personal Property, 46 ; Janes v, Whiibread ei al., 5 Eng. Law 
&Eq. Bep.4ai.) 

Solicitor General, in reply. 

Cur. adv. vult. 

Young, C. J., now (December 5) defivered the judgment ot 
the Court. ' 

Several cases were cited at the argument for and against 
the allowing of preferences in deeds of assignment for the 
benefit of creditors, most of which are collected by Burrill ia 
two very full and instructive notes to his work on Assign- 
ments, fol. 106, 108. 

In my mind, I must confess the weight of argument is en*- 
tirely against all preferences, and I would be well pleased if 
our Legislature would follow the example of the great com- 
mercial States of Massachusetts, Pennsylvania^ and Ohio, by 
abolishing them altogether. But that is not the question here. 
Preferences are clearly allowed by our law, and in point of 
morality, the preferences in the deed in this case (though it 
is likely that the executions would sweep off most of the 
•effects, if not all) seem unexceptionable. The ten dollar and 
one hundred dollar clauses, though there is more to be said 
about tiiem; seem reae(Hiable enough; and the limitation to 
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creditors coining in, and the release have been often recog- 
nized, though their legal effect has not been formally deter- 
mined in this Court. 

The bona fides of the deed has not been attacked — the point 
is, was registry essential to it — was it a deed for the general 
benefit of the creditors ? This is a matter of some conse- 
quence, and I have looked into it carefully. 

Our Act of 1862, repealing that of 1861, and forming chap- 
ter 119 of the Revised Statutes, third series, is taken from the 
English Act of 1854, 18 & 19 Vict., chap. 36, It is simpler, 
however, and omits some of the provisions on which several 
questions, I see, have arisen in England. The first section of 
the English Act, giving 21 days for the registry of the bill 
of sale (which our Act does not give,) makes the unregistered 
bill of sale " null and void, to all intents and purposes, as far 
as regards the property in, or right to tho possession of any 
personal chattel comprised in such bill of sale," while our Act 
merely postpones the operation till the filing. Oar second 
section, again, is framed as if we had adopted the expressions 
"null and void" in the first, and our ninth section gives the 
meaning of the words " apparent possession," so well known 
in Bankruptcy law, and used in the first section of the Eng- 
lish Act, but omitted in ours. 

It is to be noted, also, that the first section of our Act of 
18€1 and of the English Act speaks of an assignment for the 
benefit of the creditors ; but our Act of 1862, in tho first sec- 
tion, inserts the words " general benefit." 1 he same distinc- 
tion is found in the clauses of exception — section 6 of our 
Act, and section 7 of the English. 

There have been several decisions on the construction of 
the Statute ; most of them, however, on the strict and techni- 
cal requirements incorporated with the English Act, and 
which we have wisely, as I think, avoided in ours. These 
cases are reported in the Law TimeSj new series, and in the 
New ReportSy and bear only incidentally on the point now 
in hand. They have a certain value, however, as illustrating 
the Statute, and, therefore, I will shortly refer to the more 
important of them. 

In AUsopp V. Day, 5 Law Times Rep.. 321, the defendants, 
the trastees of a married woman, purchased the goods under 
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a power in the deed of settlement from the husband, and paid 
for them out ot trust money settled to her separate use, taking 
the following receipt : — " Received of Mr. J. D. and Mr. 0. J., 
the trustees under the deed of settlement, for the benefit of 
my wife, the sum of £95 ISs. 6d. for the purchase of my 
household goods and eflfects contained in the enclosed inven- 
tory and valuation as purchased this day by Mr. J. D. and 
C. J. as trustees named in the deed of settlement, and em- 
powered so to purchase by such deed. The date of such deed 
is 8th Nov., 1858. George French." The goods remained in 
the husband^s house, and were subsequently seized under 
^/i/a at the suit of the plaintiff, when the defendant claimed 
them. The question was, whether the receipt, with the inven- 
tory, was not in substance a bill of sale, and as such requiring 
registration under the Act of 1854 ; and it was held that it was 
not. Per Pollock, C. B. : " We cannot carry this case one jot 
beyond the strict letter of the Act." And per Bramwell, B. ; 
'* The mischief of which the counsel has spoken may take 
place by a parol contract ; but it is sufficient to say that the 
Statute has not spoken of parol contracts." Wilde, B. : "A 
bill of sale must be some document by which the property 
passes. This was clearly not such a document." 

In the London Loan Company v. GhacCj 6 Law Times Rep. 
781, upon the same Act, but on a point not applying to ours, 
Williams, J., said : " The Legislature have fettered such trans- 
actions by imposing certain conditions, on which alone bills of 
sale are allowed to be valid. We have no right to lighten 
those fetters, or diminish, by any means, the stringency of the 
conditions by any reference to the hardship of the particular 
case, or the difficulty of complying with those conditions 
which the Legislature chooses to impose." 

Again, if a deed of assignment for the benefit of creditors 
purports in its language to be, and is intended for the benefit 
of all the creditors, it is sufficient to bring it within the ex- 
ception of the Act of 1854, so. as not to require registration 
under that Act, although the deed does not appear to be exe- 
cuted by all the creditors. This was held in The General 
Furnishing Company v. Venn^ 8 Law Times Rep. 432, where 
the form of the deed is given in a note providing for the 
payment of a composition of seven shillings and six pence in 
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the pound, and containing a release to the assignor, but no 
reservation or preferences. The deed was attacked under 
the Bankruptcy Act of 1861, section 192, and was upheld by 
the Court, — Bramwell, B., however, entertaining great doubts 
about the matter. ** The question is,'' said he, "whether the ex- 
ception to the Bills of Sale Act applies to assignments for the 
benefit of all the creditors, or those made for such a number 
as is substantially all, — for the benefit of the general body of 

creditors. 
Looking at these decisions, I know not that much is to be 

made of the distinction between our Act and the English in 
our insertion of the word " general." But wherever prefer- 
ences are given, however meritorioui^ they may bo thought, or 
special clauses introduced for the payment in full of small 
sums as in this case, or for the protection or comfort of the 
assignor or his family at the cost of the creditors, I am of 
opinion that the exception does not apply, and that the bill of 

sale has no effect till it is registered. 
The deed contemplated by the Act seems to be that which 

we find in Pickstock v. Lyster, 3 M. & S. 371. " Such an assign- 
ment," said Lord Ellenborough, "arises out of a discharge by 
the party of the moral duties attached to his character of 
debtor, to make the fund available for the whole body of 
creditors." '• This was not a deed," said Le Blanc, J., " by 
which the party stipulated for a benefit to himself, but all the 
property of the party is fairly to be distributed amongst his 

creditors." 

I am sensible that this decision will necessitate the regis- 
tration of almost every assignment made for the benefit of 
creditors in this Province. But this is not an evil, nor will it 
lead to any injustice so soon as our decision is known and 
acted on. Creditors, where there are any pecuniary reserva- 
tions of any kind in such assignments, ought to have the 
freest license and opportunity to inspect them, which I have 
known sometimes to be refused ; and the expense of provid- 
ing a copy for registration is nothing compared to the conve- 
nience and advantage of such inspection by the creditors and 
their counsel. 

Judgment/or defendant. 

Attorney for Plaintiff, Rickey. 

Attorney for Defendant, Kirby. 
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CARRIGAN V. CARRIGAN. 

December 5 f 1865. 

A will is sufficiently proved by the production of a certified copy, where the 
notice required by Rerised Statutes, chap. 185, sec. 36, has been given. 

It is also sufficiently attested where the testator could see the witnesses sign,, 
had he chosen to do so, though there was no proof that he actually did see thenk 
sign, and they were in an adjoining room at the time. 

Ejectment for lands in the County of Antigonish. Plea, 
denying the right to the possession, &c. 

At the trial before DesBarres, J., at Antigonish, in October, 
1864, it appeared that the plaintiff claimed under the will of 
one Patrick Carrigan. A notice, dated 30th June, 1864, of 
the intention to produce a copy of this will on the trial was 
put in and read. A certified copy of the will was received 
in evidence, the defendant's counsel objecting and producing 
an affidavit stating that the original was required. 

The defendant's counsel also contended that the will had 
not been legally executed. 

It appeared that the testator, having previously signed his 
name to the will, requested the witnesses, while he was sitting 
up in bed, to attest its execution. As there was no table in 
the room on which they could write their names, they retired 
to an adjoining room and there signed their names to it, the 
door of the testator's bed-room being open at the time, and 
the testator being able to see the feet of the two principal 
witnesses as they knelt down by the chest to sign their names. 
The learned' Judge told the jury that if they thought the tes- 
tator, by sitting up in bed, or by inclining his head over the 
side of the bed, might see the witnesses subscribe their 
names, though there was no proof that he actually" did see 
them do so, the will was, in his view, suflSciently executed. 

The jury found for the plaintiff, and a rule having been 
granted to set the verdict aside, it was now (July 3, August 
1,) argued. 

W. A. Johnston, in support of the rule. The main questions 
are the due execution of the will and the reception of evi- 
dence. The original will should have been produced. Sec- 
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I 36 of chapter 135 of the Revised Statutes, third series, 
a wider scope than section 28 of the corresponding chap- 
in the Revised Statutes, second series. The former sec- 
1 says that the probate of a will, or a certified copy 
reof, shall be received as evidence in all cases. Under the 
er section the probate or certified copy could not be 
eived in cases relating to real estate. In such cases the 
ginal will must always be produced. That was the rule in 
gland until the passage of the Imperial Act of 1857. Tay- 
on Evidence^ 1405. What was produced was not the pro- 
;e, but a certified copy not stating that probate had passed. 
:tion 28 in the second series of the Revised Statutes ex- 
ids to certified copies, but it does not make the certified 
3y proof of the probate. The word *-may," in that section, 
)uld be read as " shall.'^ The affidavit here was clearly 
Scient, (though, I admit, it was made at the trial,) and the 
dge should have ordered the original will to be produced. 
esBarres, J. My reason for declining to do so was that 
J defendant had had long notice of the intention to produce 
5 certified copy ; and that he might have given the plain- 
notice that he required the original will.] Due cause 
s shown on affidavit, as required by the Statute. , [Bliss, 
The Judge, at the trial, must judge of that due cause. 
>UNG, C. J. If a Judge exercises his discretion at the trial, 
1 the Court control it ? I think not.] There is no evidence 
the testator having signed or acknowledged the will. 
Liss, J. It was signed by a person whose name was 
trick Carrigan, and taken to the testator, who said it 
s all right. YouNG, C. J. Is not that an acknowledg- 
nt? The Statute says the signature shall be acknowledged ; 
other words, it requires not the will to be acknowledged, 
t the signature. Bliss, J. A person saying, " that is my 
11," his name being signed to it at the time, is an acknow- 
Igment of the signature. Acknowledgment is a fact, and 
38 not depend on the word " acknowledge."] The signa- 
ge must be acknowledged. 1 Vesey Jr., 11 ; Selwyns Nisi 
iusj 883 ; 11 Laio Times Rep., 781 ; 3 Peere Wms.. 254 ; 
'wetland v. Sweetland, 13 Weekly Reporter, 504, (March 18, 
55,) ; 2 Roh. 295. There is no proof of the due execution 
^he will by the witnesses. The witnesses could not have 
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seen the testator. 2 Saunders on Pleading and Evidencej 
1264 ; IM.& S., 295. 



Miller, contri. Section 28, referred to, was intended to in- 
troduce a change in the law. Section 20 of the same Act 
f'Revised Statutes, second series, ch. 135,) makes certified 
copies of any document, etc., filed in any Court in this Pro- 
vince, evidence to the same extent as the originals. Section 
36, in the third series, merely removes any doubt as to the 
meaning of section 28 in the second series. An original will 
cannot always be obtained. Security must be given before it 
can be taken from the Probate office. Revised Statutes, 
chap. 127, sec. 92. There was an acknowledgment, in fact, 
of the signature, though not in words, and that is sufficient. — 
6 Bing., 310 ; 7 Bing., 467. It is not necessary that the wit- 
nesses should see the testator sign, or that he should sign in their 
presence ; it is sufficient for him to declare to the witnesses 
that the instrument offered to them to be subscribed is his 
will, and that the signature is his hand-writing. 2 Saunders 
on Pleading and Evidence, 1263. The English cases recog- 
nize a constructive presence as sufficient. 4 Kent, 631 ; 3 
Salk,, 395. It is not necessary that the testator should actu- 
ally see the witnesses sign ; it is sufficient if he were in such 
a situation that he might see them do so. 2 Carr. dt Payne, 
488; Williams on Executors, p. 74, note ; 2 Salk,, 688. '* In 
the presence " is synonymous with *' within view." Powell on 
Devises, 90. Present or not present, is a question for the 
jury. Ibid, 98 ; Cmayns* Bep. 531. Whether there is any 
evidence is a question for the Judge, whether it is sufficient 
is for the jury. BuMer^s Nisi Prius, 290 b ; Eraser v. Came- 
ron, James' Rep. 192. The defendant entered under the 
plaintiff, and cannot dispute her title. 

Blanchard, Q. C, follows on the same side. In 2 Curteis, 
320, it was held that a codicil was signed in the presence of 
the testator by the witnesses, when they were in the same 
room with him, although he was in bed and the curtains were 
drawn so close that he could not see them sign. The testa- 
tor's acknowledgment, in fact, of his signature is sufficient. 
Ibid, 334; 3 Ourteis, 452, 558. The English Act of 1857 
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requires four days' notice of the intention to dispute the will. 
The original will was produced here before the close of the 
trial. 



W. A, Johnston J in reply. In 1 Boh. Feci. Rep. 14, Dr. 
Lushington, in a very elaborate judgment reviewing all the 
cases, refused to admit a will to probate because the wit- 
nesses did not see the testator sign. An attestation, not made 
in the room in which the testator is, is prima fade not an 
attestation made in his presence. 1 Oreenleaf on EvidencCj 
p. 355, sec. 272. The devise will be void unless the testator 
is in a position in which he can, if he pleases, see the wit- 
nesses subscribe without changing his situation. PoioeU on 
Devises, 92., In 2 Curteis, 326, it was held that the deceased 
saying to two witnesses, " sign your names to this paper,-' 
was not an acknowledgment of her signature. (Cites also 
Ibid, 331, 395, 3 do, 118, 243.) In Tr^e v. Tribe, 1 Rob. 
Eccl. Rep. 781, it was held that a will signed by the wit- 
nesses in the same room where the testatrix lay in bed with 
curtains closed, was not signed by them in the presence of the 
testatrix, and probate was refused. This is a later case than 
that in 2 Curteis, 320. (Cites 1 Curteis, 908, 14.) I have 
cited sufficient to show that the cases vary, and th it each case 
must stand on its own circumstances. 

Cur. adv. vult. 

DoDD, J., now (Dec. 5) delivered the judgment of the Court. 

There were several points taken by the counsel for the de- 
fendants in this case against the verdict being retained. In 
the first place, he contended that as the action was for the 
recovery of real estate, the original will should have been 
produced at the trial, and that the Revised Statutes, second 
series, chap. 135, sect. 28, did not make a copy sufficient, as it 
applied only to cases where personal property was involved ; 
and if not correct in this view of the Act, then, under the 
application, during the trial, founded upon an affidavit that 
the original will was required, it should have been produced. 
Upon both points, I think, the law is against the defendant, 
and, in my mind, too clear for argument. The 28th section of 



12 CARRIGAN v. CARRIGAN. 

the Act referred to is express, and declares that the probate 
of a will or a copy thereof, certified under the hand of the 
Judge or Registrar of Probate, or proved to be a true copy of 
the original will, when such will has been recorded, shall be 
received as evidence, but the Court may, upon duo cause 
shown on affidavit, order the original will to be produced in 
evidence. In the construction of this clause of the Act we 
find no exception, such as that contended for by the counsel 
for the defendant ; but it refers to all cases where the original 
will has been recorded, and then it equally applies and makes 
a copy evidence, reserving to the Court the power of ordering 
the original will to be produced upon due cause shown by 
affidavit. In this case, it is true, an affidavit was made as well 
as an application to the discretion of the Court for the pro- 
duction of the original will ; but I think, under the circum- 
stances of this case, the learned Judge who tried the cause 
exorcised a very sound discretion in refusing to stop the 
cause until the original will could bo produced, and admitting 
the copy as evidence. The cause was tried on the 13th Octo- 
ber, and the attorney of the defendant was served on the 
30th June with notice, under the 29th section of the Act, of 
the intention of the plaintiff to produce a copy of the will and 
give it in evidence on the trial ; and with this fact within his 
knowledge for nearly four months, he took no step to compel 
the production of the original until towards the close of the 
first day's trial of tho cause. He has, therefore, no cause to 
complain of the decision of the Court. If the will was not 
produced, it was his own fault, and he must abide the conse- 
quences of his own laches. 

The other objections to the verdict require more considera- 
tion. The first, that the will was not signed by the witnesses 
in the presence of the testator, I will now investigate. The 
Provincial Act requires that the will shall be in writing, 
signed at the end or foot thereof by the testator, or by some 
other person in his presence, and by his direction ; and such 
signature shall be made or acknowledged by the testator in 
the presence of two or more witnesses present at the same 
time ; and such witnesses shall attest and shall subscribe the 
will in the presence of the testator, but no form of attestation 
is necessary. The plaintiff rested her case upon the produc- 
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tion of a certified copy of the will, and no evidence was ad- 
duced on her part as to the manner in which the will had 
heen executed. The only witness upon that point was Mur- 
phy — one of the witnesses to the will, — and he was produced 
on the defence. The learned Judge who tried the cause sub- 
mitted the question to the jury as to the signing of the will 
by the witnesses, and told them that if they thought the tes- 
tator, by sitting up in his bed, or by inclining his head over 
the side of the bed, could see the witnesses, though there was 
no proof that he actually did see them subscribe their names 
to the will, it was, in his view of the law, a suflScient execu- 
tion of it, and the jury, by their verdict, found in favor of the 
due execution of the will, under the charge of his Lordship, 
If the law, as laid down by him, is correct, and there is evi- 
dence to sustain it, then, upon this point, the verdict cannot 
be disturbed. At the execution of the will the testator was ill 
sitting up in his bed, and there not being any table or other 
convenience for the witnesses to sign the will in the bed- 
room, they adjourned to an adjoining room, and there, on 
their knees, signed the will upoa a chest, the door leading to 
the room being open, and the testator in the position the wit- 
nesses left him — sitting up in bis bed, and could see their feet 
at the chest when witnessing the will, but could not see them 
write their names unless by altering his position and leaning 
over the bedstead. Such, in substance, is the evidence of the 
witness Murphy, and the only evidence upon which the jury 
could find that the witnesses subscribed the will in the pre- 
sence of the testator. Upon a reference to the cases that 
have bee» decided upon this point, WiUvama on Executora^ 
vol. 1, page 80, says : " That their result is, that it is not re- 
quisite that the testator should actually see the witnesses sign, 
but that it is sufficient if he might have seen them if he 
chose to look." And as the provision of the Statute of Frauds, 
requiring that the witnesses «hall attest and subscribe in the 
presence of the testator,, is continued in tlie Statute of Victo- 
ria, from which our Provincial Act is borrowed, the decisions 
under the Statute of Frauds are still applicable. WilUama 
refers to several of the older cases in support of the general 
principle he has referred to, included in< which is Casaon v. 
JDale^ .1 Brown^s Gh. Cases dd., where a will was executed by the 
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testatrix in her carriage, and the witnesses subscribed in the 
attorney's office, opposite to the window at which the car- 
riage was, so that she might have seen them through the win- 
dow while subscribing, and it was held that the Statute waa 
satisfied. Several other cases are referred to by WiUiama upon 
and in confirmation of Oasson v. Dale, and the cases referred 
to, where it has been held that the execution by the witnesses 
was not in the presence of the testator, are cases where the 
testator was in such a position that he could not see them 
sign their names, as in the case of Tribe v. Tribe, 1 Rob. 
775, where the testatrix lay with the curtains closed and her 
back to the attesting witnesses when they subscribed, and it 
appeared that she could not by possibility have seen them do 
so, even if the curtains had not been closed, by reason of her 
inability from her state of weakness to turn herself in her 
bed into a position in which she could have seen them sign. 
The Judge there held that the Statute was not complied with. 
But where the testator was in such a position that he could 
see the witnesses sign, although he did not see them, the 
Statute is satisfied. As in the case under consideration the 
testator could have seen the witnesses sign his will by a very 
slight alteration of his position, and as he was not laboring 
under a physical disability to prevent him doing so, I think 
the requirements of the Statute have been satisfied. 

The next and last point taken against the verdict was 
that there was no evidence that the testator signed the will. 
The Provincial Act, in following the English Statute, does not 
make it necessary that he should sign it in the presence of the 
witnesses ; it is sufficient if he either sign the will in their 
presence or acknowledge it in their presence. The evidence 
upon this point appears to me sufficient. Murphy, the witness 
already referred to, says that he was in the house of testator 
when testator was confined to his bed, and he told him he 
wanted him to sign his will as a witness. " I did not," he fur- 
ther says, *' exactly see him sign any papers, but saw his name 
aigned to the paper to which I signed my name, but cannot 
remember that he acknowledged his signature to it." James 
Oarvie, another witness to the will, handed it to him at the 
desire of the testator. Upon his cross-examination he says : 
^^ I was at testator's bedside when he delivered to Garvie a 
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paper which he said was his will. I think his name was 
signed to the will at the time. I know his handwriting, as I 
had been at school to him. He handed the will to Garvie that 
he and I might sign our names to it as witnesses. When the 
will was signed Oarvie took it back to testator, and he then 
looked at it, and read it. He saw our signatures to it, and 
said it was all right, and closed it up, saying it should be sent 
to the executors." The authorities upon this point are with 
the plaintiff. They do not require that the testator should in 
express terms acknowledge his signature, but leave it to be 
implied from all that takes place at the time the witnesses sign 
llie wilL Here the implication is nearly as strong as if he 
liad pointed to his signature, and said, this is my signature to 
xny will, and T wish you to sign it as witnesses. He handed 
"tlie will to one of the witnesses and requested them to sign 
it as witnesses, his name being to it at the time, and known by 
one of the witnesses to be his handwriting. And after they 
liad signed it and returned it to him, he said, looking at it, and 
seeing the signatures to it, that it was all right ; then closing 
it up for the purpose of sending it to his executors. In the 
first place, can there be any doubt that the will was signed by 
the testator when signed by the witnesses, and if not, then, 
that fact established, his acknowledgment of it may fairly be 
presumed from all that took place before the witnesses signed 
their names to it. WiUiams on Executors, vol. 1, page 77, upon 
this point of the case says : '-A more difficult question arises 
in cases where the signature is made by the testator, but not 
in the presence of the attesting witnesses, as to what shall be 
a sufficient acknowledgment of it by him in their presence." 
"The result of the cases," he says, *' appears to be that where 
the testator produces the will, with his signature visibly appa- 
rent on the face of it, to the witnesses and requests them to 
subscribe it, this is a sufficient acknowledgment of his signa- 
ture, but not where they are unable to see the signature, and 
the testator merely calls them to sign, without giving them 
any explanation of the instrument they are signing.'' The 
cases referred to by Williams are numerous and very distin- 
guishablei and upon reference to them it will be found that the 
case under consideration comes within what he calls the result 
of the cases in favor of a sufficient acknowledgment. In the 
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notes to the pages in Williams that I have referred to will be 
found most, if not all, the authorities upon the point. 

I admit it would have been better if the learned Judge who 
tried the cause had submitted the question to the jury, but it 
appears to have been scarcely referred to at the trial, and it was 
treated by the Judge in his charge as a fact proved. It cer- 
tainly was not one of the points taken for a non-suit. If the 
Judge had submitted the question as to whether the will was 
signed by the testator when handed to the witnesses for their 
attestation, they would, or ought to have, found in the affirma- 
tive, upon the strong evidence in lavor of the fact ; and his 
not having done so under the circumstances of this case is not 
a sufficient ground for now interfering with the verdict. 

I am of opinion upon the whole case that the rule for a new 
trial should be discharged with costs. 



WiLKiNS, J. On all the points argued in this case I concur 
with the opinions that have been expressed ; but there is one 
of them respecting which I have felt much difficulty — and a 
difficulty that was not overcome until I read the case oi Blake 
V. Knightj 3 Curteis, 547. Before I perused it I was quite 
aware that a virtual acknowledgment of the testator's signa- 
ture made to, and attested by, the subscribing witnesses, satis- 
fied the Statute, provided there existed sufficient proof that 
that signature was fictually subscribed at the time to which 
the acknowledgment refers. But " whether the then exist- 
ence of the signature demanded direct proof, or could be 
implied from circumstances/^ was the point on which my mind 
at first doubted. Supposing in this case that the witness 
Murphy's direct testimony given in these words: "I saw his 
(the testator's) name signed to the paper\o which I signed 
my name " — must necessarily refer to the time of execution of 
the will; the effect of it was weakened, if not neutralized, by 
his words uttered in cross examination, viz.: "I think his 
name was signed to the will at the iimeJ^ Now, though I feel 
how natural and probable it is that a Subscribing witness to a 
will, at a considerable distance of time from the time of his 
subscription, should speak doubtfully about the point in ques- 
tion; even in cases where but from defective memory no doubt 
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could exist : still, as the fact of ackDowledgment is of immense 
importance, in view of the policy of the Legislature to prevent 
imposition on testators, I liesitated long as to the propriety of 
giving judicial sanction to a will in relation to which no verbal, 
express acknowledgment of the testator's signature at the time 
of subscription by the witnesses was made, and no positive and 
unqualified proof of the then existence of the signature marked 
the case. The case, however, to which I have referred, though 
distinguished by peculiar and exceptional circumstances, is 
yet an authority to the effect that where proof of the acknow- 
ledgment of his signature by a testator is complete, the 
existence of the signature as a fact at the time of the acknow- 
ledgment may he inferred from circumstances. The circum- 
stances from which the learned ecclesiastical Judge in that 
case drew that inference were as follows: 1st. The whole 
will, including the signature of the testator, was in his own 
handwriting. 2nd. When the witnesses came into his apart- 
ment he not only drew the will from a drawer and expanded 
it, and told the witnesses it was his will, and requested them 
to subscribe it as witnesses, but directed their particular notice 
to interlineations and alterations which he had made in it. 
3rd. He was of the legal profession. 4th. The attestation 
clause was perfect as regards form. 

The case under our consideration, as respects the point of 
circumstantial proof of the existence of the testator's signature 
at the time of his acknowledgment, seems to me to be gov- 
erned by the authority of Blake v. Knight, as regards the 
principle of that decision. In the particular case, though it 
does not appear that the will was written by the testator, we 
have proof, which is not less strong, of his having been, at the 
time of execution, acquainted with the contents of the paper 
which the witnesses signed. Murphy, on cross-examination, 
says : " Garvie took the will back to Carrigan after we had all 
signed it as witnesses, and Carrigan then looked at and read 
the win. He saw our signatures to it, and said ' it was all 
right/ and closed it up, saying it should be sent to the execu- 
tors." Now, if it be objected that, notwithstanding all this, 
the signature of testator may, as aposaibilUt/j not have been 
subscribed to this particular will when Carrigan, the testator, 
read it, immediately after it was brought back to him by Gar- 
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vie, who, a few moments before, bad received it from bim. So 

might an analogous pombUUy have existed in the case cited 

at the time of execution by the witnesses in that case. Ad 

expressed desire of the testator that the chosen witnes^s 

should subscribe a paper that he declared to be his will — the 

formality of the attestation clause — a knowledge by the testator 

of the contents of the paper which the witnesses at his (fesire 

subscribed as his will — these circumstances are common tathe 

case of Elake v. Knight, and to Carrigan v. Carrigcmf and 

I cannot think that the circumstance of the testator fn the 

former case being a professional man, which Carrigan waa not, 

and the fact of there being noticed alterations on the facer of 

the paper in the former case, which did not exist in the latter, 

80 distinguish the two cases as to prevent the case under 

review being fairly brought within the operation of the English 

authority. 

JSuie discharged. 
Attorney for plaintiff, MiUer, 

Attorney for defendant, H, McDonald. 
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Deetmber 5, 1865. 

Defendant* contracted with plaintiff for the purchase of a steamboat, the 
qiegociations for the purchase being carried on partly by letters between the 
defendants on the one hand, and the plaintiff and his agent on the other, and 
partly by yerbal communications between the defendants and the i^aintiff 's 
agent. The boat was delivered at Summerside, Prince Edward Island, to the 
.plaintiff's agent (who was authorized by the defendants to take deliyery of her 
•.there for them), and by him taken to Pictou, the domicile of the defendants. 
The defendants examined her immediately on her arrival at Ficton, and finding 
that she did not answer the representations made of her by the plaintiff't agent, 
'forthwith notified both the plaintiff and his agent that they would not take deliy- 
.ery of her. An action was brought for the price, to which the defendants 
pleaded never indebted, never delivered, and misrepresentation and ftmnd on 
the part of the plaintiff and his agent, etc. The learned Judge who tried the 
•isanse permitted evidence to be given of the verbal representations of the charac- 
ter of the boat made by the plaintiff's agent to the defendants, and the jniy 
.fiMiBd a yerdict for the defendants on the pleas of fraud and misrepretentition, 
»«tc. Gross misrepresentation by the plaintiff's agent of the character of the 
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%oat were distinctly proved, but there was no proof that the plaintiff himself 
made any false representations, or was aware at the time of those made by his 
agent. 

Bdd^ first, by all the Judges, that although the contract was partly in writing, 
ptrol eWdence was properly admitted to proye the fraud. 

Secondly, by all the Judges, that the jury were justified in finding fraud, 
«8 the principal is bound by the declarations of his agent, and the fraud of the 
agent was, therefore, in law, the fraud of the principal. 

Thirdly, by all the Judges, that the fraud was such as to justify the defend- 
ants in rescinding the contract 

Fourthly, by Young, C. J., Johnston, E. J., Dodd and DesBarres, J J., — Wil- 
Idns, J., dissenting, — that the notification given by the defendants to the plain- 
tiff and his agent was a suflcient rescinding of the contract, and that it was not 
■ecessary Ia order to rescind it that the defendants should return the boat to 
Summerside, or offer to return her thither. 

Assumpsit for goods sold and delivered, and upon an account 
stated, the particulars being a steamboat, hull, engine, boilers, 
and materials. Pleas : First, never indebted ; Second, never 
delivered ; Third, never was any account stated ; Remaining 
pleas, fraud and misrepresentation on the part of the plaintiff 
«ad of his agent, by means ot which the defendants were 
induced to purchase the said steamboat, etc., which representa- 
tions were false and fraudulent within the knowledge of the 
plaintiff. 

At the trial before Dodd, J., at Pictou in June, 1865, it 
appeared that the defendants agreed to purchase from the 
plaintiff a steamboat for the purpose of being used as a 
ferry boat across the harbor of Pictou. The defendants being 
in want of a steamboat for this purpose wrote to the plaintiff 
on the 12th May, 1864, stating that they had been informed that 
he owned, and would sell, a steamboat that had once been on 
the Gharlottetown ferry, desiring to know the price^ draft of 
Water, etc., and intimating that in the event of an arrange- 
ifient being likely one of the company might probably go over 
to see the boat. To this the plaintiff replied on the 16th May 
that he had taken the engine and boilers out of the boat with 
the intention of converting her into a barge, but that he would 
feel disposed to sell the engine, which he believed to be good, 
ior aboat £200 Nova Scotia currency. The defendants on the 
^me day addressed another letter to the plaintiff wishing to 
know if he included the boat in the price mentioned, and, if 
i^ot, to state the lowest price for the whole. To this second 
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letter of the defendants the plaintiff replied on the 23rd May^ 
stating that in view of the usefulness of the ** Ino " as a barge 
he was unwilling to dispose of her, and then concluded his 
letter as follows : '^ But should you want the whole, Captain 
Bourke can give you all the information respecting it ; and I 
nave given him my views respecting the sale, and full authority 
to close." 

Bourke acting as the agent of the plaintiflF then entered into 
communication with the defendants for the sale of the " Ino," 
which, according to the testimony of Mr. Dwyer^ one of the 
defendants, he represented as having a zinc bottom in tolerably 
good order ; that the hull was perfectly tight as well as the 
deck ; that the boat was well built and thoroughly fastened, 
and besides the regular knees, had hanging or diagonal knees ; 
that part of the side of the boat had not been burnt, only 
slightly singed ; and that the boat would suit the purposes of 
the defendants admirably, and was just the thing they wanted. 
The defendants, confiding in the representations made by 
Bourke, addressed a letter to him on the 26th May, 1864, 
agreeing to purchase the boat, her engines, and all materials 
belonging to her, for $1360, to be paid one month after the 
delivery of the boat at Summerside, Prince Edward Island, and 
authorising Bourke to conclude with plaintiflF on these terms, 
and to bring the boat over to the harbor of Pictou as soon as 
possible at the Company's expense and risk. The boat was 
afterwards delivered by plaintiff by Bourke's order to Captain 
Evans, the master of the steamer " Princess of Wales," and 
towed to Charlottetown, and after remaining there submerged 
for ten or twelve days was brought over to Pictou by Bourke, 
being towed there by the steamer '* Heather Belle," of which 
Bourke was master, and placed alongside the wharf previously 
pointed out to him by the defendants. Immediately on the 
arrival of the boat at Pictou the defendants went on board of 
her, and discovering on inspection that she had not a zinc bot- 
tom, and wais in many other respects very inferior to and dif- 
ferent from the description given of her by Bourke, and 
worthless for the purpose for which they required her, on 
the same day addressed a letter to Bourke and another to the 
plaintiff (the latter of which was admitted to have been re- 
ceived), declining to take any delivery of the boat. 
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The learned Judge called the attention of the jury to the 
pleas alleging fraud and misrepresentation by the plaintiff and 
his agent, and told them that if the plaintiff's representations, 
or those of his agent Bourke, were false, and they knew them 
to be false, respecting the steamer, etc., and used them to 
induce the defendants to act upon them, and the defendants 
acting upon those representations, believing them to be true, 
were induced to make the purchase, they were not bound by 
the contract, but could disclaim it. His Lordship further stated 
that in that case the defendants were bound to disaffirm the 
contract without delay, and give the plaintiff notice to that 
effect. His Lordship concluded by instructing the jury that 
ii they were of opinion that the pleas alleging fraud and mis- 
representation had been sustained by the evidence their 
verdict should be for the defendants. 

The jury found a verdict for the defendants, and a rule 
having been granted to set it aside on the ground of the rejec- 
tion of material evidence, and as being against law and evi- 
dence, it now (July 25) came up for argument. 



Wilkina, Q. C, in support of rule. Fraud and misrepre- 
sentation are pleaded by the defendants. This is no answer 
to a complete contract reduced to writing. Plaintiff's letter 
of the 23rd May, 1864, is fair and frank. He puts the Picto- 
nians on their guard. Evidence of fraud is not admissible 
here. Misrepresentations by Bourke are no answer to an 
action by this plaintiff. The vendee must bring his action for 
deceit. Pickering v. Dowson, 4 Taunt. 779. The Statute of 
Frauds cannot be met by charges of deceit. The vendor must 
not take means to conceal faults. Bourke had no authority to 
warrant. Exaggerated descriptions do not constitute a war- 
ranty. 2 B. dt 6\, 627. There is no practical or moral fraud 
here. A representation is no part of the contract. 4 Camp., 
22. Parol evidence is not admissible to contradict or vary an 
agreement in writing. 3 Wils,, 275 ; 12 Eaai, 6 ; American 
notes to Uhandelor v. Lopus, 1 Smith's Leading Cases, 77. In 
3 HdrriSy 66, an American case cited in Smith on Contracts, 
Bell, J., says, nothing that was aaid before a written contract 
can be admitted even to prove fraud. The representations of 
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Bourke were Dot fraudulent, but were mere exaggerations not 
calculated to deceive, and which did not deceive, the defend- 
ants. Simplex commendaiio non Migai. Plaintiff's statements 
are accurate ; they limit Bourke's. Bourke^s statements as ti> 
the zinc he believed to be true. Representations, to be mate- 
rial, must be believed by the vendee. 1 SmUKa LeadKng^ 
Oaae^i 273, (5th Am. ed.) ; Story on Sales, see. 167. The defend- 
ants could not have believed Bourke. (Cites Scott v. Lara, 1 
Peake's Nisi Prius Cases, 2% ; 12 East, 632 ; 1 JSsp., 290.) 
Whether the representatioud were material or not is a question 
for the jury. S B.d C, 586 ; 2 M. d W., 267. This contract 
has not been, and, under the circumstances, could not be 
rescinded. The boat was delivered, and has never been 
returned. Even where a vendee has a right to rescind, if the 
property cannot be immediately returned, he must give notice 
to the vendor, and in the meantime he must take care of the 
property. There can be no rescinding of the contract if the 
property has been damaged or reduced in value while in the 
possession of the vendee, or has been converted by him to his 
own use. The boat could not be returned in the same state 
in which it had been received. She was full of water at 
Gharlottetown. The defendants could not rescind after they 
had converted the property. The boat was taken at defend- 
ants' risk. (Cites 1 SmiMa Leading Cases, 238, 5th American 
edition.) Contracts vitiated by fraud are not void, but voida- 
ble. 3 Esp,, 82 ; Story on Sales, 427, 20 ; 1 Starkie, 257. 
Even where a contract is voidable on the ground of fraud the 
vendee is bound to return the property within a reasonable 
time. 1 C dt P., 15. Bourke was alternately the agent oi 
both plaintiff and defendants. Smith, one of the plaintiff's 
witnesses, said that the engine was worth $225, — Davies, one 
of the defendants, that it was worth nothing. The plaintiff 
was not obliged to set up the machinery. That was not stipu- 
lated in the contract of 26th May, 1864. The defendants, at 
an expense of £20, might have returned the boat. Even if 
there had been fraud, they were bound to return her. But 
admitting that they were not bound to return, they should at 
least have taken care of the boat. They have done neither, and 
can now no longer restore it as it was. They have abused the 
property. To abuse property is to convert it. iB.dk JU^ 
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€85. Such also is the deprivation of the plaintiff of the 
property. The defendants onght to have inspected the boat| 
and having had the opportunity of so doing, are bonnd when 
they did not. The rule of caveat emptor applies. There was no 
evidence of fraud; none whatever in plaintiff himself. He 
gave no authority to Bourke to make false representations ; 
and none of Bourke'« representations were knowingly fals 
they were merely exaggerated descriptions. 



W* A. Johndon, eontr^. The defendants notifi^ed plaintiff of 
what they wanted. Tin's appears from their letter of 12th 
May, 1864. There was no contract up to the 23rd May, 1864 — 
no agreement, and no price, till then. There was no perfect 
contract reduced to writing on the 26th May, 1865. The price 
mentioned in the letter of that date must have been obtained 
hj parol negociations with Bourke. Where a contract is 
partly reduced to writing and partly in parol, parol evidence 
is admissible to explain it. Something else, also, is required 
beyond that letter to complete the contract, that is, delivery. 
Plaintiff contracted to sell a steamer^ not a wreck. He agreed 
to sell not only a vessel, but a vessel capable of being pro- 
pelled by steam, with all the necessary machinery. To deliver 
a wreck was not a fulfilment of the contract. Bourke was 
authorized only to receive a steamer fit for a ferry boat. The 
testimony shows conclusively that he was the agent of the 
plaintiff with unlimited powers. (Refers to Bourke's repre- 
sentations, and contends that they show actual fraud in him.) 
Bourke induced the defendants not to send over and inspect 
the boat Fraud vitiates every contract. 3 Q, B,, 58 ; Addi- 
ton on Oardrads (1st ed.), 219, 220, 235, 236, 407, 411, 442; 
1 Parsons^ Mercantile Law, 56, 58. The rule of caveat emptor 
uever applies to cases ot fraud. 1 Parsons on Contra^, 461, 
462. (Cites 3 Jf . ^ JSyl, 2; 5 B. d Aid., 240; 9 Law 
Tifnes Beporta, 541 ; 8 ditto, 207 ; S. C. 2 New Sep., 184, 
upholding 1 Mccheq,, 416 ( WeUby, Hurlstone dt Oordon). Parol 
evidence is admissible in every case of fraud, to prove the 
fraud, and failure of consideration may be proved in the same 
way. Taylor on Evidence, sees. 1038, 1040; 9 Law Times Bep^ 
292; llditto, 381, 273. There was no delivery to the defendants. 
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Bourjce was their agent, with a limited authority to accept a 

r • • • • 

steamer such as he had represented, at least in all its material 
parts. He deceived the defendants as to the price. (Cites 5 
S. dt Aid., 855 , i M. d FT., 155 ] 9 B. dt C\ 259.) The con- 
tract was rescinded, and, on account of the fraud, there was 
no necessity for returning the boat. (Cites Chitty on Contracts^ 
459 (ed. of 1841); 1 Starh, Rep,, 107, 257; \ M. & W., 352: 
2 B. & Ad,, 460.) The fraud of the agent vitiates the con- 
tract as much as the fraud of the principal, and even if the 
agent goes beyond his instructions the principal is still bound. 
5 Esp., 72, 134 ; 4 T, B,, 177 ; 2 Gamp., 155 ; 32 Eng. Law & 
Eq. Sep., 1. (Cites also 2 Excheq., 538 ; Parsons on Mercan- 
tile Law, 142, note ; 17 0. B., 617 ; 2 Parsons on Contracts, 
192, note.) 

James McDonald follows on the same side. A British vessel 
capable of registry can be transferred only by bill of sale. 
Merchant Shipping Act, sec. 19 ; McLachlan on Shipping, 615 ; 
Taylor on Evidence, sec. 909. This boat was 90 tons register, 
she was built in a British colony, and came from one British 
colony to another. Plaintiff's letter of the 23rd May, 1864, 
contains no agreement to accept the price. There is no writ- 
ten agreement by Bourke as his agent to accept it. Defend- 
a;nts never accepted, and, therefore, there was in point of fact 
no actual delivery to them. 2 Kenfs Com., 703 ] 4: M. dk S., 
264 ', 5B.dt Aid., 559 ; HiUiard on Sales, 161. The authority 
given by the defendants to Bourke was only an authority to a 
common carrier. He towed the boat over with his own 
steamer. A delivery to a common carrier is not a delivery to 
an agent at all. The plaintiff could have taken the vessel 
back during all July and August. She was not under water 
until the fall. A vendee, when he discovers the fraud, is only 
bound to give the vendor notice to take back his property. 
2 Kent, 661, 662; 1 Camp., 190. 

W. A. Johnston cites 10 Com. Bench, N. S, 842 ; 23 Pick., 
2i86 ; iM.d 0., 898 ; 2 Parsons on Contracts, 193 n. 



WiOdns, Q. C, in reply. Registry is only required to make 
JBi ship a British ship. This boat has never been navigated,— - 
■he was used only as a ferry boat. She was merely towed 
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from one port to another. Defendants gave no notice of 
Bonrke's representations to the plaintiff. Their letter of 6th 
July, 1864, gives him no notice. It describes the " Ino " as a 
barge. If it was a steamboat they were to receive, there waR 
no necessity of discussing how much it would cost them to 
restore her to the condition of a steamboat. The moment the 
boat was in Bourke's possession by and with the assent of Pope, 
the delivery was complete. Representations, before a written 
contract, however false, cannot be received. I admit that 
fraud vitiates a contract ; but mere declarations falsely made 
do not prove fraud. The declarations of Bourke should not 
have been submitted to the jury. No one has pretended to 
say that the plaintiflF committed any fraud. Bourke explains 
all the charges of fraud as to the burning, the zinc, the 
sheathing of the deck, etc. He said he had no interest in the 
transaction. The delivery being at Summerside, the defend- 
ants should have sent back the boat to Summerside. It would 
have been diflFerent had plaintiflF sent it to Pictou ; but the 
defendants brought it there themselves. It was worth £300. 
Now it is worth nothing. Who should bear this loss ? The 
plaintiff limited the authority of Bourke. This is seen by 
plaintiff's letter to defendants. The information was confined 
to one point. There was no warranty, as defendants allege, in 
their letter of 6th July, 1864. The defendants give the plain- 
tiff no intimation of the fraud. Is their letter of 6th July 
sufficiently explicit? There is an important distinction 
between general and particular agency. Bourke was not the 
general agent of plaintiff, but was merely appointed hac vice, 
and only to tell the truth. If Bourke for any purposes of his 
own made fraudulent representations, the plaintiff is not 
responsible for that. 

Cur, adv, vuU, 

. The Court being divided in opinion now (December 5) 
delivered their judgments seriatim. 



Young, C. J., after stating the facts of the case, said : The 
first point to be enquired into is the liability of the plaintiff for 
the misrepresentations and falsehood attributed to his agent. 
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In hi« letter of 23rd May the plaintiff says to the secretary of 
the company : '* Should you want the whole (that is, vessel 
as well as engine,) Captain Bonrke can give you all informa- 
tion respecting it, and I have given him my views respecting 
the sale, and lull authority to close, and to make something 
out of you Pictonians if he can/' — this last expression being 
evidently jocular, and indicating no evil purpose. In his evi- 
dence the plaintiff says: -'I did not authorize Bourke to 
make any representations whatever respecting the boat. I 
considered I had given all the information required in my 
letter." And again, '' Captain Bourke was my agent only to 
give information to defendants respecting draft of water, etc. 
I gave the principal information and Bourke gave the details." 
But the question is, what authority did Bourke appear to the 
defendants to have from the plaintiff's letter ? He was " to 
give all information respecting the boat," so that, apparently, 
he had power equal, at least, to the ordinary power of an agent 
having authority to sell. 

In Doe V. Martin, 4 T. R. 66, Lord Kenyon says, " the maxim 
that the principal is civilly responsible for the acts of his agent 
universally prevails both in Courts of Law and Equity." The 
familiar examples in the case of horses, and warranties given 
on the sale are to be found in 5 E8p,j 74 ; 2 Camp.f 555, etc. ; 
and in the sale of coals in 5 Esp., 134. In cases of insurance, 
Buller, J., said in FUzherbert v. Mather ^ 1 T. R., 1 6 : " Though 
the plaintiff be innocent, yet if he build his information on that 
of his agent, and his agent be guilty of a misrepresentation, 
the principal must suffer." In Murray v. Mann, 2 Excheq. 540, 
Parke B. says : *; The rule of law is, that if an agent is guilty 
of fraud in transacting his principal's business, the principal 
is responsible." So in J^ory on Agency, sec. 134 : " Where the 
acts of the agent will bind the principal " (as in this case the 
agent had authority to close the sale) '' there his representa- 
tions, declarations, and admissions respecting the subject 
matter will also bind him, if made at the same time, and consti- 
tuting part of the res gestae." And see also the case of Comfooi 
y. Fowhe, QUL. & W., 358, as explained in 32 Ung, Law dt Eq., 
JB, 14 ; and Fuller v. Wilson, 3 Q. B., 67. Some doubt was 
thrown on the ruling in this last case in the Exchequer Cham- 
ber (Id. p. 77), but it leaves the above propositions untouched. 
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The next position taken by the plaintiff's counsel was that 
there being here a complete contract reduced to writing, fraud 
and misrepresentation could neither be pleaded nor given in 
evidence to defeat it. If the position had been that such a 
contract could not be defeated or changed by parol evidence^ 
we would readily have assented to it. That was the ground 
of decision in Meyer v. Everth, 4 Camp., 22, where a sale by 
sample was sought to be incorporated into the contract, the 
sale note being silent as to it. It was the ground also of the 
decision relied on at the argument, — that of Pickering v. Dauh 
mij 4 Taunt., 779. There it was stipulated in the agreement 
that the ship and stores should be taken with all faults, in the 
condition they then lay, and there was no evidence of fraud. 
Oibbs^ J., says : " The parties come to an understanding, and 
reduce the contract to writing. By that alone they are to be 
bound, unless some fraud can be shown.'' Chambre, J., said : 
"The plaintiff, after inspection, agrees to purchase the ship 
with all faults. Where there is a written agreement it is dan- 
gerous to depart from it without evidence of fraud. Where 
there is such the Courts of Law will interfere — here I see 
none." Strike the pleas and evidence of fraud out of this 
case, and the main hinge on which it turns is gone. Now the 
effect of fraud on the contracts and relations of parties has 
often been reviewed in this Court, in the cases, for example, of 
Newell y. OroioeJl, M. S., and HiU v. Archbdd^ 1 Oldright's Rep., 
452. And as it is perpetually occurring on Circuit, and our 
decisions will now be reported, I will seize the opportunity of 
referring to a judgment of Sir Frederick Pollock in Rogers v. 
HouUey, 9 Law Times Rep., 293, which appears to me at once 
comprehensive and eloquent: 

'' 1 consider that by the law of England fraud cuts down every- 
thing. * * The law sets itself against fraud to the extent of 
breaking down almost every rule, sacrificing every maxim, 
getting rid of every ground of opposition, and allowing no 
technical rule or difficulty of any kind to interfere to prevent 
the success of right and justice and truth. So much does the 
law of England abhor fraud, that the maxim — ^than which none 
is more universal or more stringent — that you cannot aver 
against the record, is forgotten when fraud is shown. The 
moment it is ascertained that a matter is founded on fraud, 
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there is an end of it ; be it a record, be it a bond, be it an 
instrument in writing, be it wbat it may, it fails as soon as fraud 
is shown. A man may adopt or not, as he pleases, a contract 
imposed on him. by fraud. It is at his option to say, 'I will 
repudiate it ;* but he cannot play fast and loose — he cannot at 
one time say, * I will adopt it,' and then when he has done so, 
say, ^ I will hark back and repudiate it.' " 

In confirmation of this strong opinion I may as well oito two 
significant passages from the older authorities. In Fermor^a 
case, 3 Go. Rep., 78, it is said, '^ the common law doth so abhor 
fraud and covin that all acts, as well judicial as otherwise, and 
which of themselves are just and lawful, yet being mixed with 
fraud and deceit, are in law wrongful and unlawful." And in 
the case of Wimbish v. TaUbois, Plowd., 54, Mountague, C, J., 
says : " Covin may be where the title is good, and the title shall 
not give benefit to him that has it, by reason of the covin ; for 
the mixture of the good and ill together makes the whole bad, 
the truth is obscured by the falsehood, and the virtue drowned 
in the vice." 

But it was argued that there was no fraud, in point of fact, 
in this case ; that the representations of Bourke were not 
fraudulent, but mere exaggerations — such as are permitted to 
a vendor, not calculated to deceive, and which did not deceive 
the defendants. Now there is no doubt a considerable lati- 
tude allowed in the making of a bargain. The morality of 
trade is not exactly that of the New Testament, and some- 
times trenches on the very borders of deceit. The law 
permits phrases to be used of undue and highly colored enco- 
mium of the article on sale ; it does not restrain within narrow 
limits what may be called the eloquence of the counting house 
or the shops, — it allows a purchaser to outwit or to befool 
himself, but there is a point where it stops. Dr. Paley in his 
great work condemns direct falsehood and the designed con- 
cealment of faults ; he lays down the broad and obvious rule 
of justice and honesty in contracts of sale. But Dr. Parsons 
goes into it more searchingly, and draws the distinction with 
subtlety and vigor. In his Treatise on Contracts, vol. 1, p. 
461, he says: "If the seller of an article be not silent, but 
produce the sale by means of false representations, then the 
rule of caveat emptor does not apply, and the seller is answer- 
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able for the fraud. * * He may be silent, leaving the 
purchaser to enquire and examine for himself, or to require a 
warranty. He may be silent, and be safe ; but if he be more 
than silent ; if by acts, and certainly if by words, he leads the 
buyer astray, inducing him to suppose that he buys with war- 
ranty, or otherwise preventing his examination or inquiry, this 
becomes a fraud of which the law will take cognizance. * * 
The seller may let the buyer cheat himself ctd libitum, but 
must not actively assist him in cheating himself." 

Apply these principles to the case before us, and can there 
be a doubt that there was here suflScient evidence to justify 
the jury in their finding of fraudulent representations ? 

Then it was said that it was too late to raise such an issue, 
for the defendants were bound by the actual delivery they 
had taken through Bourke, as their agent, at Summerside. 
And here is, no doubt, one of the main difficulties in the case. 
The defendants committed an imprudence in assuming the 
plaintiff's agent as their own, instead of one of themselves, or 
some other person in their interest, proceeding to the Island 
and inspecting their purchase. The cases upon delivery have 
arisen chiefly out of the doctrine of stoppage in transitu, and 
its effect upon the Statute of Frauds. There is no doubt that 
where a buyer sends his servant or commissions his clerk, or 
empowers any third party as his factor and special agent, to 
receive delivery of goods bought by him; the delivery so 
received will be considered as effectual to divest the seller, 
and effect a complete transfer of the property, as if the deliv- 
ery were made into his own hands. This, says Bell in his 
Commentaries, vol. 1, p. 126, is the law of most of the Conti- 
nental States, and it has never been questioned in England. 
So also delivery to a third person for behoof of the buyer, and 
to abide the buyer's orders for their future destination, is a 
complete delivery as between seller and t)uyer. This was 
held by the majority of the Court in Diocon v. BcMwen, 5 East, 
175, where a delivery of goods at Hull for transhipment to a 
Hamburg house was held to have completed the delivery. 
The only answer, as I think, that can be given to the delivery 
in this case a^ vesting a right of action in the plaintiff, is, that 
the coittract itself having been destroyed by fraud, and that 
fraud perpetrltted by Boufke^ hi& acceptance could not deprive 
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the defendaots of their right to rescind and disaffirm the con- 
tract on discovery of the frand. 

And this introduces the main question after all on this argu- 
ment — the circumstances under which, and the limitations by 
which, the right of rescinding is permitted and restrained. 
There is a difference where the price has been paid, and 
where it has not; and a marked difference where the pur- 
chaser has used, or in any way interfered with, the chattel. 
In the leading case of Street v. Blay^ 2 B. £ Ad., 462, Lord 
Tenterden held that where the property in the specific chattel 
has passed to the vendee, and the price has been paid, 
the vendee can exercise the right of returning the property, 
only where there has been a condition in the contract author- 
izing the return, or the vendor having received back the chattel 
has thereby consented to rescind the contract, or has been 
guilty of a fraud which destroys the contract altogether. He 
adds in another passage that where the vendee cannot rescind 
be must sue upon the warranty ; and if sued for the price, the 
breach of warranty may be given in evidence in mitigation of 
damages. So it is laid down in 1 BeU'8 Com., 350. '^ If the 
buyer have no opportunity of examining the quality, or inspect^ 
ing the commodity before it is sent to him, or to its destination 
abroad, he must make his challenge instantly on discovering 
the defect ; or, at least, without any unreasonable delay. In 
the question of delay the time is to be reckoned from the dis- 
covery of the fault, — from the time of delivery where it 
is palpable ; where latent, from the time of its becoming appa^ 
rent." To the same effect is 2 Kent^a Com., 645, citing the 
case of Masaon v. Bovei^ 1 Denio, 69. '' If a party has entered 
into a contract by the fraud of the other party, he may, on 
discovering the fraud, and on the earliest notice, rescind the 
contract and recover whatever he has advanced, on offering 
to do whatever be in his power to restore the other party to 
his former condition." And again, in 2 Kevd, 660, '< When 
goods are discovered not to answer the order given for them, 
or to be unsound, the purchaser ought immediately to return 
them to the vendor, or give him notice to take them back, and 
thereby rescind the contract ; or he will be presumed to acqui- 
esce in the quality of the goods." In Campbell v. Fleming^ 1 
Ad. & Eh, 40, where the plaintiff had been fraudulently induced 



MICHAELMAS TERM, 1865. 31 

to take shares in a supposed Joint Stock Mining Company, but 

dealt with them in order to save himself, the Conrt of Queen's 

Bench held that he could not recover back the price. So soon 

as he learned that an imposition had been practised on him he 

ought to have made his stand : knowing of the fraud he had 

elected to treat the transaction as a contract, and had lost his 

right of rescinding it. He ought to have elected to repudiate 

the whole transaction. This doctrine runs through all the 

caseS; as in Beed v. Blandfordf 2 Y. <fe Jer., 278. Here the 

plaintiff could not rescind the contract, because he had had an 

intermediate occupation of the vessel, and derived the profits. 

n7he parties could not, therefore, be placed in the same sitna- 

t^ion in which they originally were before the contract was 

^iDtered into. 

So in BlacMmrn v. Smith, 2 Exch., 783, where the plaintiffs 
X>^id the deposit on a purchase of land, and took possession, it 
'^B^as held that they could not rescind the contract and recover 
l3ack the deposit, as the parties could not be placed in statu quo. 
'arke B. said (page 788), '* Whether the plaintiffs' occupation 
of value to them or not, at all events the defendant has 
^en deprived of the use of the land.'' 

The American cases are to the same effect, as in Conner v. 
lemderson^ 15 Mass., 322. Casks sold as containing lime, but 
4onnd to be of no value, and wholly unfit for use. Plaintiff 
litul sold about thirty of the casks, and had not returned the 
remainder. Held that he could not maintain money had and 
x-epeived. Per Curiam, " The casks were of some value, and 
should have been restored, if the plaintiff would treat the 
^^e as a nullity, and demand his money as paid without con- 
federation." 

So in PerUy v. Bdlch, 23 Pick., 283. An ox sold under mis- 
^^presentation, which the defendant, however, neither returned, 
^or offered to return, but kept it in his pasture for several 
Months. He had given a note for the price, which he could 
^ot avoid without returning the ox. Per Curiam : ** The party 
^^nnot rescind the contract and yet retain any portion of the 
^^iisideration." 

f^rom these authorities it is obvious that the defendants 
^Qre justified in repudiating the contract, and that they did 
^Sbt in repudiating it at once, and in refusing to use or take 
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possession of the boat. The only question that remains is, 
were they bound to return it, and if the vendor neglected or 
refused to receive it back, were they bound to take the same 
reasonable care of it, as of their own property under like cir- 
cumstances? Neither of these points, as it seems to me, is 
free from difficulty, and upon both there is a singular want of 
authority in the English text books and cases. A notice with- 
out an actual return of the goods, where the quality did not 
correspond with the sample, seems to be recognized as enough 
by Maule J. in Fitt v. Cassanet, 4 M. & G. 901. The plaintiff 
could only give such notice, he says, on the ground that there 
had been fraud in the original contract. See also Chroning v. 
Mendham, 1 Stark., 257, where Lord Ellenborough called on the 
defendant's counsel, before going into evidence of bad quali- 
ty, to show that he had offered to return the seed on the dis- 
covery of its inferiority, and no sufficient proof of this being 
made, the plaintiff had a verdict, the action having been 
brought for the price. In the absence of English cases, let us 
look at the reason of the thing. A Halifax merchant directs 
his correspondent at Canton or Shanghai to send him 100 
chests of black tea at a certain price, and when it arrives it 
is found to be green tea, ol the same merchantable value, but 
unsalable in this market. The case of Acebal v. Levy, 10, 
Bing., 376, decides that the mere circumstance of the goods 
being shipped in a vessel, indicated or chartered by the per- 
son giving the order, does not oblige him to take the goods, if 
on arrival they appear to be altogether unmerchantable. The 
Halifax merchant then has a right to repudiate the contract, 
and must give notice to the shipper by the earliest opportu 
nity. But what is he to do with the teas — return them to 
Shanghai ? That would surely be an absurdity. Who is to 
pay the freight and insurance money; and if the merchant 
advance them, how is he to be remunerated? The same 
principle will apply to shipments from England, which 
are not unfrequently without order, or at variance with the 
order sent. I can perceive no principle, therefore, which 
obliges the party refusing the goods to return them, and in 
many cases that might easily be put, it would be a hazardous, 
as well as an onerous, liability. But one obligation, I think, 
is incumbent on him, and that is, to take care that the goods 
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^re not neglected or lost. In some sort I look on him as a 
»ailee for the absent or distant shipper, whose property must 
lot be left on a wharf to be wasted, or stolen, bnt mnst be 
tored and looked after, and will be liable for the expenses. 

The American Courts and writers in this, as in many other 
asos familiar to this Court, are much more explicit than the 
inglish, and I extract a passage from Billiard which meets 
ome of these difficulties. Billiard, in his Lav) of jSioZes, 318- 
19, lays down the rule thus : " A buyer who iPfould rescind 
lie sale must return the property in reasonable time. And in 
ase of a breach of warranty, the reasonable time, within 
rhich the purchaser must rescind by returning the goods, 
;ate« from the discovery of such breach. So a parly, who 
eeks the rescission of a contract on the ground of fraud, must 
.ct with vigilance and promptness on the discovery of it, by 
n offer to return the property within a reasonable time, if the 
mrties live at a distance from each other ; or by an actual 
e-delivery of it, or a tender with a view to re-delivery, 
f they reside near each other, and the property is suscep^ 
ible of easy transportation. And if he retains the pro- 
>erty, after an offer to return, or a tender with a view to re- 
lelivery, he is merely the bailee of the vendor, and must avoid 
he use or employment of the property in any manner incon- 
istent with the vendor's rights. And if, upon its not being 
eceived by the vendor, the vendee takes it and ui»ea it as his 
'\vn,he will be deemed to have waived all rights' derived from 
is tender, and cannot afterwards rescind the contract. * ♦ 
t' utensils unfit for the intended use are tendered back on 
bat account, the vendor, upon notice, would be bound to take 
bem away, and they would remain at his risk." 

Let us apply these principles, which recommend themselves 
o one's good sense, to the case in hand. The plaintiff, igno* 
Bnt of the deception practised by his agent, and thinking 
honestly, I have not a doubt, that he had made delivery at 
Sammerside, according to his contract, (for I find nothing in 
he letters that obliged him to set up the engine a^d convert, 
he barge into a steamer,) sees her unavoidably, but seriously, 
Djured on the passage to Charlottetown, and I can easily 
mderstand why he refus^ to have anything to do with her at 
i^icUm. But he would equally have refused to receive her 

8 
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back bad she beeo sent over to him at Summerside. Unbap' 
pily, as I think, he has mistaken his position — ^being alike 
unacquainted with the representations of Bonrke, and bis own 
legal liability for them. He was within a few hours' sail of 
Pictou, and four months of open navigation remained. He 
acknowledges that, immediately upon the arrival of the boat 
at Fiotou, he received defendants' letter of 6th July, com- 
plaining of Bourke's representations, and refusing to accept 
the boat at any price, explaining also that Bourke's strong 
assurances had induced them not to send over a person to* 
inspect her. The defendants' letter, of same date, to Bonrke, . 
informs him that the defendants decline taking any charge o 
the boat as she then lay. Tlie plaintiff therefore acted with 
full knowledge, or full means of knowledge ; he made bis ele 
tion to insist on the sale and delivery, and to abandon boat and 
engine to the care, or to the neglect, of the defendants. I 
must confess that on one or two of tlie points in this case^>— 
which are new to us at all events, whatever they may be 
where, — my mind has fluctuated more than once. But forth 
reasons I have given so much at large, I think that the law i 
with the defendants, and, therefore, that the ruk fov a ne 
trial should be discharged. 



Johnston, E. J. This case is marked by lines so de&ied as 
to be free from many questions that often perplex enquiries o 
this nature. It is not necessary to examine the extent o 
Bourke's authority to make representations concerning the 
vessel, as incident to his power to sell ; because the plaintiff 
having referred the defendants to him for information, his was 
an express, and not implied authority only. Again, the facts 
and the finding of the jury establish a case of fraudulent mis- 
representation, which leaves no room for discussion on the 
distinction between legal and moral fraud, and relieves from 
the necessity of examining the law in cases of simple vrar. 
ranty, or representations made without intention to deceive. 

The law also, no less than the facts, is clear on the main 
principles applicable to this case. That fraud vitiates a con- 
tract is a fundamental principle. In Lewis y. Coagrave, 2 
TauntoU; 4, the language of the Court is, ''A man cannot 
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Yecover the price of goods sold under a fraud." In Street v. 
May^ 2 B. A Ad., 462, fraud is spoken of by Lord Tenterden 
«s " destroying the contract altogether." In National Ex- 
-change Co. v. Drew, 32 Eng. Law & Eq. Rep. 5, in the House 
of Lords, the Lord Chancellor, in giving judgment, says : 
^' Certainly, in this country, and in Scotland, a contract obtain- 
ed by fraud may be treated as no contract at all." 

Equally clear is it that in contracts the principal is liable for 
t;he fraud of his agent, while acting within the scope of his 
authority, as if the fraud were his own. In the noted case of 
Comfoot V. Foioke, 6 M. A W. 358, where the principal was 
lield not answerable in consequence of a mistake in the plead- 
ings, Parke B. says (p. 373): "It must be conceded that if 
one employ an agent to make a contract, and that agent, 
"though the principal be perfectly guiltless, knowingly commit 
«i fraud in making it, not only is the contract void, but the* 
principal is liable to an action." Wilson v. FuUerj in Error, 3t 
Q. B. 68, is to the same eflFect ; and in Murray v. Mann^ 2i: 
!Exch. Rep. 538, Piatt B. uses a very practical argument. He* 
«ays (p. 540) : " If the principal adopts the agent's act, hw- 
Skdopts the fraud and the effect of that fraud. He cannot say,, 
'^ I adopt your contract so far as to make the money mii>e, bu1> 
I do not adopt your contract in so far as it was by your fraud 
tiefeasible,' " 

We are not, however, to understand by the strong language 
of the Judges, when they intimate that the contract is de- 
stroyed by fraud, that it is necessarily so destroyed, or is un- 
^^f)nditionally void. Parke B., who in Gornfoot v. Fowke speaks 
^>f the contract being void for fraud, expresses himaelf, in Mur.. 
^"ay V. Mann, in more qualified terms. Here he says (p. 541) :• 
** It is true that fraud does not make the contract actually 
^V^oid, but only voidable at the election of the party, but the 
^^oment the purchaser chooses to declare it void, the price is 
Recoverable back." And Pollock C. B., in the same case, 
Speaks of the contract as being defeasible by fraud. 

The cases, also, are abundant to show that the right to 
'Rescind may be waived by the party injured, or be lost by his 
^ct or by his neglect. 

In enquiring whether, in this case, the right of the defend- 
ants to rescind has been lost or restricted by any thing that 
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has been done or omitted since the contract, the question^ of 
the delivery of the vessel comes under review ; and it might 
be worthy of consideration whether a written authority to* 
receive delivery of a steam-boat justifies the receiving of a 
barge, with the engines and machinery of a 8team<-boat laid in 
her hold. Or, supposing the previous correspondence to war^ 
rant such a meaning being given to the defendant's letter of 
26th May, 1864, then another question arises^ whether, under 
the circumstances of this case, the order to receive delivery 
was not controlled by the representations of Bourke, so as ta 
justify only his reception of a boat of the character, and in 
the condition, he had represented, and such as the defendants 
rhad agreed to purchase. This latter question is not without 
perplexity, arising from the double character in which Bourke 
acted, as agent of the plaintiff to sell, and agent of the 
defendants to receive, and from his being the perpetrator of 
the fraud in his former capacity. 

If the case turned on these questions, a new trial might be 
necessary for obtaining the opinion of the jary upon them ; 
but, as from the view I take of this case in other respects, its 
decision cannot be altered by any mode in which the question 
of delivery might be determined, it is not necessary to give, 
and I abstain from giving, an opinion on this part of the case. 

Assuming that the vessel, with the machinery laid below, 
comes within the meaning of the defendants' letter, and as- 
suming that the defendants must be held to the act of Bourke 
in receiving delivery of the vessel in that state^ inasmuch as 
the plaintiff does not appear to have influenced them in his 
appointment, we have to consider the effect of that delivery 
on the defendants' right to rescind. 

Up to the moment that the defendants were made acquaint- 
ed with the fraud, they were under the delusion occasioned 
by that fraud, and consequently ought to be under the protec- 
tion of the law provided against such frauds. To give them 
a right to rescind, and to withdraw that right before they 
knew they possessed it, or required its protection, would seem 
a mockery — ^in this instance the more glaring from the pre- 
vious conduct of Bourke ; but in any case (as I think,) unrea- 
osonable, although the delivery had been made to an innocent 
^agent, or to the defendants in person. The choice whether or 
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ot to Tescindy which the law. gave the defendairtB, was an act 
^of the mind, requiring knowledge of the facts — a knowledge 
^hat, from the nature of the subject, must be actual, not con^ 
«tructive. 

In Hardmanv. BettkonMj 9 M. & W. 600, Alderson B. (speak-c 
^ng, indeed, in relation to a somewhat different object,) sayB, 
'^-^ To constitute an acceptance in satisfaction^ there must be an 
^ct of the will. Every receipt is not an acceptance." 

Nor can the plaintiff urge that the defendants were bound^ 
%)efore receiving the vessel, to examine and ascertain bv them- 
^^elves or their agent the condition of the vessel, that they 

ight know whether she came up to the representations made 
f her. The answer is, fraud — ^fraud that: put vigilance to 
^■leep, and threw the defendants off the enquiries and exami^ 
:x3ation that prudence otherwise might have dictated. This, it 
*will be remembered, is one of the consequences of fraudulent 
^SDQisrepresentations, to which Judges again and again have 
^•eferred. 

And to the argument that the losses entailed on the plain: 
^iff are enhanced by the defendants not having rejected the 
"Vessel — if she was to be rejected — at Summerside instead of 
X^ictou, the answer is still the same — ^fraud. The defendants 
^aiay say to the plaintiff: "We directed the vessel to be re- 
"^ieived at Summerside and brought to Pictou, because we 
'tTusted to your representations of her character and condi* 
'tion, made by your appointed agent, and on the faith of which 
Xve purchased ; and you, at least, cannot reproach us for b©- 
l.ieving in the truthfulness of these representations, which, as 
'to us, are your representations. Your losses are the result of 
3^our agent*8 misconduct, for which he, not we, should, in law 
^nd justice, be answerable to you.'' 

The authorities in support of this view are so abundant as 
^o make the selection the only question. In Campbell v. Fleta^ 
ing, 1 Ad. k Ellis, 41, Littledale J. says: ^^ After the plavniiff 
had learned that an imposition had been practised on him, he 
ought to have made a stand." In Sdway v. Fogg^ 5 M. & W« 
86, the language of Lord Abinger C. B. is : " As soon a& he 
knew the fraud he should have discontinued the work and 
repudiated the contract." In Street v. Blay the decision oi 
the Court was that the purchaser of a specific chattel, witb 
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warranty, after he had received and accepted it, and the pro- 
perty had become vested in him, could not by his own act 
revest the property in the seller, on the ground of total failure 
of the consideration. But certain exceptions were made from 
this rule, of which fraud is one. In Murray v. Mann, Parke 

B. said (p. 54.0), that he instructed the jury, in conformity 
with the law in Street v. Blayf and the Court refused to set 
aside the verdict. There the money had been paid, and the 
horse delivered and kept by the purchaser for some time, and 
then returned for breach of warranty. The jury were told 
that if the contract of sale was made under circumstances 
amounting to fraud, the agent of the seller was justified in 
acting upon the purchaser's right to rescind, and restoring his 
money. 

These two cases determine the question conclusively, and 
the first has been spoken of as a well considered case. The 
one. settled the general rule, the other was decided on an ex^ 
ception to that rule, being the same in principle as that we 
have under consideration. 

There are cases in whicb^ as in Street v. Blay, the power to 
rescind was denied after delivery and acceptance ; but in 
these it will be found that the incident of fraud is absent. 
Such are ToiUmin v. Hedley, 2 G. <fe K. 157, and others. 

Both, then, from the reason of the thing, and from the au« 
thorities, delivery and reception of the articles sold do not of 
themselves divest the purchaser's right to rescind, when the 
contract has been tainted with fraud ; and I think we may 
consider it as generally correct to say, that it is not until after 
the party deceived has become acquainted with the fraud ^ 
that he can be held to the exercise of his right to annul the 
contract for fraud. 

There does not appear to be any determinate rule as to the 
time when this decision must be made ; and we find in the 
cases various intervals of days, weeks, and months, between 
ti>e delivery and rescinding, without objection to the delay. 

I may mention, by way of illustration, Perdval v. Blake, 2 

C. & P. 514, where a metal vat was sold, delivered, and put 
up in defendant's premises in March. In May the defendant, 
not having then examined it, promised by letter to pay. On 
examination the vat was asoertaiued to be unsound. In an 
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-action for the price, the vat not having been re-delivered, 
Abbott, C, J., left it to the jury to find for defendant, if they 
iihought deceit had been practised. 

Id the present case, the evidence does not disclose, with 

^ny degree of exactness, the period between the delivery of 

"the Ino to the master of the Princess of Wcdes, and her rejec- 

i;ion by the defendants. The plaintiff says the vessel was not 

•delivered nntil she was given over to the master of the 

Princess of Wales. There must have been time in the interval 

"to allow the plaintiff to put the machinery on board, and there 

-would seem to have occurred some delay from the state of the 

"^wreather. It was admitted to have been in the regular course to 

^ke the hw to Charlottetown. On that voyage she had nearly 

T^een swamped, — from what cause is not suflSciently explained. 

The plaintiff was on board the Princess of Wcdes at the time, 

^nd does not impute fault to those who had the charge of 

-conveying the Ino, She reached Charlottetown in a sinking 

state, and remained there submerged for some time. The 

3)eriod occupied in raising and making her tight is not stated, 

beyond the plaintiff saying that she was submerged there ten 

or twelve days. The plaintiff and Bourke were both examined 

-mt the trial, and made no complaint of unnecessary delay, or 

^f objectionable means being used in the conveyance of the 

vessel from Summerside to Pictou. The defendants appear 

'Hot to have interfered personally, or by letter, in any manner ; 

"^nd no dealing with the vessel by any one is alleged beyond 

^hat was necessary for transporting her from Summerside to 

Pictou. 

Being of opinion, as I am, that the defendants had the right 
to rescind on the ground of fraudulent misrepresentation as 
soon as they became acquainted with the fraud practised on 
them ; I see nothing in the fact of the delivery of the vessel 
at Summerside, or in the delay, or in the dealing with her that 
occurred between that event and her being brought to Pictou 
— to divest that right. 

The only question that remains is, whether the defendants 
consummated that right in such a manner as was legally suffi- 
cient. As soon as the defendants examined the vessel, on the 
same day that she arrived at Pictou, they rejected the bargain, 
And gave notice in writing severally to the plaintiff and to Gap- 
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tain Boarke of their decision not to accept the vessel, on the 
ground that she did not come up to the representations made 
by the latter. 

It was urged at the argument that this was not sufficient, — 
that the defendants should have returned the vessel, or at least 
should have offered to return her. I cannot see soundness in 
the objection. The defendants were not in fault. Why impose 
on them an expensive and possibly hazardous undertaking? 
If the defendants would have had recourse over on the plain- 
tiff for the expense, — as I presume they would have had, — to 
do so would be unreasonable to the plaintiff also: better 
to allow him to exercise his own judgment and convenience 
in the disposition of his own property. 

Nothing but the clear and decided authority of the English 
Courts, to which this Court must submit, would bring me to 
adopt as imperative law a rule which in many cases — as I 
think in this case — would be very oppressive and unjust, that 
of making the right to rescind dependent on the return of the 
subject of the contract. There are cases indeed in which the 
return of the property would be reasonable and proper ; and 
we find, accordingly, repeated instances in the books of horses 
and property easy to transmit, and inconvenient or expensive 
to keep, returned, on the rescinding of the contract ; but we 
find also multitudes of cases in whicii the contract was allowed 
to be vacated, although the property had not been returned r 
in some cases it could not be returned. 

Then as to the letter of the defendants not making a distinct 
offer to return the vessel, or request to the plaintiff to come 
and receive it, the plaintiff is told '' the company cannot sub- 
mit to take the property," and again " they have notified 
Captain Bourke that they will not take delivery," and their 
reasons are assigned. Baron Parke says, as we have seen,. 
" the moment the purchaser chooses to dedare the contract 
void, the price is recoverable back." 

Did then the defendants make and express this choice ? I 
think they did so in explicit terms. Their letter throughout 
conveys the clearest intimation of that purpose. By that act 
the contract was annulled, and both parties were thencefor* 
ward abBolutely bound by the rescission. Their contract was 
then as though it had not been, and neither party alone had 
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tlie power to revive it. The vessel was the property of the 
plaintiff; as if he had never sold it. He needed neither 
e^nthority nor request to take it. If he allowed it to perish he 
di id so under an unfortunate mistake as to his legal liabilities 
nd position, and there were abundant time and opportunity 
iiring summer weather for the safe keeping and disposal of 
e vessel and machinery, had the plaintiff taken charge of his 
xoperty on receiving the letter of the defendants, which, in 
y opinion, revested in the plaintiff his title with all its rights 
d liabilities. 

The counsel on both sides at the argument took a wide 
uge, and discussed subjects which do not affect my decision^ 
d on which I, therefore, give no upinion. 
The rule nisi for a new trial ought, I think, to be discharged. 



DoDD, J. The counsel for the plaintiff at the argument took 
several objections to the defendants retaining their verdict. 
lu the first place he contended that the agreement between 
tixe parties having been reduced to writing to satisfy the Sta- 
tu, te, parol evidence should not have been received to contra- 
dict, vary, or add to the written agreement. His principle of 
the rejection of parol testimony, where the agreement is 
**^duced to writing, is correct, subject only to fraud or misre- 
Pi'esentation, as the inducement for the party to enter into the 
Contract; and in such cases it is a defence to the action. 
-^cscoe in his Digest f page 17, states it very broadly, that, 
^'^ general, matters which in law avoid an instrument, whe- 
tlier it be fraud, forgery, duress, illegality, etc., may be 
Pi'oved by parol, however contradictory to its tenor, pro- 
vided th6 proceedings be adapted to such evidence, — and he 
^ites Doe. d. Chandler v. Ford, 3 Ad. & Ellis, 649, for his 
^Xithority. In one of the cases cited by the counsel for the 
plaintiff, — 12 Edst^ 632, although that case went off upon another 
Point, still Lord EUenborough in delivering the opinion of the 
^ourt says (p. 637) : "A seller is unquestionably liable to an 
Action of deceit, if he fraudulently misrepresent the quality of 
^be thing sold to be other than it is in some particulars, which 
the buyer has not equal means with himself of knowing ; or 
if he do 80 in such a manner as to induce the buyer to iorbear 
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making the enquiries, which, for his own security and advairr 

tage, he would otherwise have made.'' Here, not only did th 

plaintiff through his agent, Bourke, who was appointed to giv — 
information to the defendants respecting the character of tl^ 
Ino, fraudulently misrepresent the quality of the article soH 
to be other than it was in some particulars, which the defen — 
ants had not equal means of knowing; but he induced the 
to forbear making the enquiry, which, for their own secariM^ 
and advantage, they contemplated. The observations of tH 
Chief Justice refer to an action of deceit, but they are equal -d 
applicable to any action where they can be used as a defenc= 
and the authorities are numerous that fraud and misrepresei^ 
ation are a good defence in an action like the present. Tinds^: 
C. J., in Flight v. Booth, 1 Bingham's New Cases, 376, saj^ 
"All the cases concur in this — that where the misstatement 
wilful or designed, it amounts to fraud ; and such fraud, up- 
general principles of law, avoids the contract altogethesH 
Here the jury have found that the misstatements were fa!K 
and designed, consequently the contract, agreeably to t^l 
opinion of Tindal, C. J., is void. Another case cited on fcTi 
same side appears to me strong against the plaintiff, inst^^( 
of being in bis favor. I refer to Fisher v. Samtida, 1 Canap 
190. It was there decided that where an action has been 
brought for the value of goods furnished at a stipulated prioe, 
and the puchaser does not, either in bar of the action or to 
reduce the damages, object to the quality of the goods, but 
allows the seller to recover a verdict for the full price agreot? 
upon, he cannot afterwards maintain a cross action, on tbe 
ground of the goods being of bad quality, and unfit for tb© 
purpose for which they were ordered. If this case be still 
law, then the defendants here, had they not adopted the course 
they have by defending the action upon the grounds th^y 
have, would be excluded from any other mode of obtainioS 
redress, and would be compelled to keep an article impos^^ 
upon them by fraud and miRrepresentation, and which is p^^' 
fectly useless for the purpose for which it was ordered. ^' 
therefore, am of opinion that parol evidence was admissible ^^ 
this case, for the purpose of proving the misrepresentati^^ 
upon which the contract was founded. 

Before referring to other objections against the verdictf *- 
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ill diBpose of a point taken by the connsel for the defendants. 
Ttey contended that the contract was not complete by the 
letter to the plaintiff's agent of the 26th May, that the Statute 
bdd not been complied with, as it was still open for him to 
iregect their offer ; and, if they are correct in that respect, then 
it follows, as a matter of course, that the plaintiff has no cause 
of action. But it appears to me the letter contains everything 
necessary to satisfy the Statute, and when the Ino was deliv- 
ered by the plaintiff to the agent of the defendants the con- 
tract was perfected. The contract may be authenticated and 
established through the medium of letters and separate 
'Writings, provided they refer to each other and to the same 
person and things, and manifestly relate to the same contract 
and transaction. Addison on Contracts, 80, (Ist ed.). Pre- 
vious to the letter of the 24th May a correspondence had been 
going on between the same parties respecting the sale and 
purchase of the same article — that is, the Ino, — and the letter 
of the 26th was an acceptance of the offer of the plaintiff^ 
mentioning the price and when the steamer was to be deliv- 
ered, and that payment was to be made one month after such 
delivery. This letter was signed by the chairman and secre- 
tary of the defendants' company, for, and on account of the 
company, and no question was made, either at the trial or 
the argument, respecting the authority of those persons to 
i^egotiate and make the contract for the company. AH that 
the Statute requires has here been complied with, and it is 
Sufficient if the note or memorandum is signed by the party to 
be charged therewith, notwithstanding the party who sells the 
Article has not signed it. The words of the Statute are satis- 
fied if there be some note or memorandum of the bargain 
signed by the party charged by such contract : his signature 
to it is all that the Statute requires. Egerton v. Mathews^ 6 
^8t, 307. And it was held in Alien v. Bennett, 3 Taunton, 
169, and Laythoarp v. Bryant, 2 Bing. N. C. 735, that the 
^ntract is sufficiently authenticated if it has been recognized 
^Ji writing by the party sued upon it, and that it is no objection 
to the maintenance of the action that the defendant himself 
^onot enforce the same contract against the plaintiff because 
the plaintiff has never signed it. In the case last cited, 
Vaugban J., refers to what was said by Sir J. Mansfield in 
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Bowen v. Morris, 2 Taunton, 387 : that in equity a contract 
signed by one party would be enforced, and it was not clear 
that it was different in law, and proceeds to say : '' The Courts 
of Equity, with the exception of the dicta of Lord Bedesdale 
and 8ir T. Plummer, present one uniform stream of authority, 
and there is nothing contrary at law. Looking at the words 
of the Statute, they are : ^ No action shall be brought, unless 
the agreement upon which such action shall be brought, or 
some memorandum or note thereof shall be in writing, and 
signed by the party to be charged therewith, or some other 
pei%on thereunto by him lawfully authorized '; and then refer- 
ring to the case before the Court, says : ' Is not this an agree- 
ment which fulfils the requisites of the Statute, inasmuch as it 
states the consideration for the contract, and the promise, and 
is signed by the party to be charged V " And upon referring 
to the letter of the 26th, it will be found to contain all the 
requisites named by Yaughan, J., as sufficient to satisfy the 
Statute. I, therefore, think the contract between the parties 
in this suit is in accordance witli the Statute, and that ita 
requisites have been complied with. In a late case — Smith v. 
NealCj 26 L. J. (C. P.), 143 — it was held that a parol accept- 
ance by the plaintiff, of a written proposal signed by the 
defendant, constitutes a sufficient note in writing to charge 
the defendant. 

On the other objection taken by the counsel for the defend- 
ants, that no property could pass to them in the Ino, she being 
a vessel of a certain tonnage, which, by the Ship Registry 
Acts, required a registry, and could be transferred only by & 
bill of sale, I find it not necessary to give any opinion, as I 
think, apart from that question, they are entitled to retain 
their verdict. 

It was contended that the misrepresentations made by the 
plaintiff could not be used as a defence in the present action, 
but that the defendants were bound to resort to a cross action ; 
and, I admit, some of the older cases favor this view of the sub- 
ject, but the later ones, and which appear to me the most rea^ 
sonable, admit that the representations upon which the contract 
is founded, where those representations amount to fraud, may 
be used as an answer to the action for the price of the article 
sold. Lord Ellenborough, in Fisher v. Bamicda, held that it 
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as the duty of the purchaser of any commodity, immediately 
j)on discovery that it was not according to the order, and 
nfit for the purposes for which it was intended, to return it 
the vendor, or to give him notice to take it back. In that 
z^suse the beer, the article in question, was delivered in May^ 
3LMid in the following July it was discovered to be of a bad 
qi^xiality, and unfit for the purpose intended ; but this was not 
intimated to the vendor until December. How different from 
t;lie case under consideration : not an hour's delav occurred 
ctf ter the arrival of the Ino in Pictou before she was examined 
\>y the defendants, and found not to come up to the represen* 
"tsttions made of her by the plaintiff's agent, and unfit for the 
purposes for which she was intended, and immediate notice 
given to the plaintiff that tlie defendants refused to take 
delivery of her. The plaintiff, in his evidence, says : " Imme- 
diately upon the arrival of the boat in Pictou I received the 
letter of the 6th July." This letter repudiates the sale, and 
refuses, upon the part of the defendants, to take delivery of 
the boat. It was urged by the plaintiff's counsel that the 
defendants had received the boat, and if they could rescind 
the contract, which he denied, they were bound to return her 
to the plaintiff at Summerside. Had there been an acceptance 
of the InOf and no fraud had been proved, the argument of 
the plaintiff's counsel would have been entitled to much 
Weight; but here fraud has been found by the jury. In 
Bkeetv. Blay, 2 B. & Adol. 456, Lord Tenterden, in giving 
the judgment of the Court, suggested that the purchaser of a 
specific chattel under warranty, having once accepted it, can 
in no instance return the chattel, or resist an action for the 
price on the ground of breach of warranty, unless in case of 
fiuud or express agreement authorizing the return on consent 
of the vendor ; but even in that case the Court makes the ex- 
ception where there is fraud, because fraud destroys all con- 
^i^cts. In one of the cases cited at the argument, — Young v. 
Ooky 3 Bing. N. C. 724, — ^where the plaintiff, a stock-broker, 
>oId for the defendant four Guatemala bonds, and paid him the 
^QU)unt ; the bonds, after they had been in the hands of the 
purchaser two days, were discovered to be not marketable, 
thereupon plaintiff took them back and reimbursed the pur- 
<4aser j held, that the plaintiff was entitled to recover from 
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the defendant, in an action for money bad and received, the 
amount be bad paid to tbe defendant. Tindal, C. J., in that 
case says, (p. 730) : ^' It seems that tbe consideration on which 
tbe plaintiff paid bis money bas failed, as completely as if the 
defendant bad contracted to sell foreign gold coin, and handed 
over counters instead. '^ And may we not use tbe sameho' 
guage in this case 7 Tbe plaintiff undertook to sell the defend- 
ants a steamer, with a zinc bottom, and be bands them over 
one without a zinc bottom ; can it be said that tbe defendants 
were bound to accept her under those circumstances? And it 
cannot make any difference that tbe contract was made by an 
authorized agent of the plaintiff, therefore we may treat it 
as a contract made with tbe plaintiff in person at Pictou, and 
that tbe defendants bad requested him to deliver such a 
boat as he bad sold them — that is, with a zinc bottom — ^to their 
servants in Prince Edward Island, for the purpose of being 
taken to Pictou, and there to be used as a ferry-boat. Could it 
be said that in that case the plaintiff bad fulfilled bis contract 
by delivering to defendants' servants a boat without a zinc 
bottom, and which so much differed from the boat be bad sold 
to them, that she was valueless for the purpose for which she 
was purchased, and which purpose the plaintiff was acquainted 
with ? I cannot consider this such a delivery as would compel 
the defendants, upon the boat arriving at Pictou, to send her 
back to tbe Island. Although Bourke was the agent of the 
defendantK. be was an agent only to receive tbe Ino in the 
state or condition in which plaintiff represented her to bo 
when sold. If the argument is good for anything, then it may 
be extended to an extreme case, and the plaintiff sending tbe 
boat without any part of her engines, or a small sailing vessel 
in place of the Ino as represented when sold, the defendants 
would be obliged to accept either tbe one or tbe other, or send 
them back to tbe Island. Or suppose tbe plaintiff bad con- 
tracted to sell to the defendants a bale of superior white cot- 
tons, and which be was to deliver to the defendants' agent in 
tbe Island for tbe purpose of taking them to Pictou, and ufd^ 
being brought there, and the bale opened, it contained inferior 
printed cottons. In that case I think it could not be said the 
defendants were bound to send the bale back to the Islaii4 
and I do not see bow it differs from the case under consider^' 
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on. The act of the plaintiff, in sending to the defendants an 
rticle they had not purchased, was an attempt to perpetuate 
le fraud he had in the first instance practised upon them ; 
id whatever consequences resulted therefrom he must suffer. 
F the question had been submitted to the jury whether there 
'as unnecessary delay on the part of the defendants in giving 
otice to the plaintiff that they refused to receive the boat, 
liey must have found in the negative, and that they used 
very diligence, upon the arrival of the boat in Pictou, to 
scertain if she came up to the contract. They took no charge 
f her, and no injury was sustained by her until long after the 
otice had been given to the plaintiff ; under these circum- 
tances, I think the subsequent injury to the boat was at the 
ifik of the plaintiff. The case of Bannerman v. White d aH^ 
Common Bench, N. S., 844. appears to me to put at rest the 
'rincipal point raised at the argument by the counsel for the 
>Iaintiff. The plaintiff there brought an action to recover the 
urn of £8,350 16s. for the price of certain hops sold and de« 
vered by the plaintiff to the defendants. The defendants 
leaded, first, that they were induced to buy by the false and 
i^adulent representation of the plaintiff at the time of the 
ile, that no sulphur had been used in the growth of the hops ; 
(id secondly, that they did not promise as alleged. At the 
me of the purchase the plaintiff gave the defendant the fol- 
ding guarantee : " I hereby guaranty Messrs. Wigan, White 
^d Wigans against any loss by my 1860 hops, through the 
ode of treatment on the poles or curing, and hold myself 
ible to pay them any damage caused them thereby." Two 
lestions were left to the jury — first, whether the plaintiff had 
ilfally made a false representation at the time of the contract, 
at no sulphur had been used; secondly^ whether the affirmation 
at no sulphur had been used in the growth of the hops, was 
iderstood and intended by the parties to be a part of the con- 
act, and a warranty to that effect. The jury answered the first 
lestion in the negative, and the second in the affirmative, and 
ey assessed the deterioration in market value of the hops by 
ason of the use of the sulphur, at £4,000. A rule was subse- 
lently obtained to set aside the verdict, on the ground that 
16 stipulation that no sulphur had been used in the growth 
the bnps did not amount to a condition that the hops might 
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be rejected if sniphnr had been used. At the argument it 
wa« RQbmittcd that it was too late to repudiate the contnct 
after the hops had passed to the defendants, and that, at all 
events, the defendants were not warranted in keeping the 
liops so long as they did before taking the objection. Erie, 
C. J.J said : ** If the question had been put to the jury they 
would have found that the repudiation was within a reasonable 
time.'* The hops were sent to the defendants' warehouse on the 
24th October, and weighed on the 26th in presence of the seller 
and of the buyers. Subsequently the defendants, discovering 
that sulphur had been applied to a portion of the hops, wrote 
to plaintiff on the 4th December repudiating the contract. 
Here a notice was equivalent to returning the hops — at leaet 
we may fsirly presume so, as the point was not raised at the 
argument. The argument of the cause was very full, and all 
the cases cited that appear to have any reference to the point 
in dispute. The Court held that the jury having found that 
the representation had been made and was false, but without 
fraud, and that the buyer had entered into the contract en- 
tirely on the faith of that representation, which amounted to a 
condition, therefore, that the buyers were entitled to repn- 
diate the sale. Here the case is very much stronger, becanse 
the jury have found the representations made by the plaintiff 
were false, knowing them to be false, and that he used them 
to induce the defendants to act upon them. And that the 
defendants, acting upon the plaintiff's representations, believ- 
ing them to be true, were induced to make the purchase, was 
not a mere legal fraud, as in the case of Bannerfnan v. W^ 
et (d, but a moral fraud, and any consequences resulting from 
it must and ought to fall upon the plaintiff. 

If the next case' I am going to refer to may be considered 
good law — and I do not see how it can be disputed — then, in 
that case, the plaintiff could not, in the present form of action? 
recover, notwithstanding the defenchnts had detained the ho 
at Pictou an unreasonable time, but would have to resort to & 
different form of action from the simple one adopted for goods 
sold and delivered, for any injury he had sustained from the 
improper detention of the boat by the defendants. I refer to 
OrounseU v. Lamb, 1 M. & W. 352, which was a& action to 
recover the price of a cutting machine, manufiu)tared by ^ 
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plaintiff for the defendant, and it was held that the defendant 
oight show, under the general issue, that the machine 'ijras 
iold under a condition^ that if it did aot answer its purpose, 
lothing should he paid for it^ and that, in fact, it turned put 
iseless, and under these circumstances it was. also held, that 
ilthough the defendant was not proved to have returned the 
vrtide, still the plaintiff was not entitled to any damages, on 
the qmrdum valebat, without showing some new contract. to 
be implied from the defendant's dealing with the article. This 
3ase, in principle, does not vary from that we are considering, 
ind if, in that case, the action could not be maintained, al- 
though the article was not returned, because sold with a con- 
lition that if it did not answer the purpose nothing should be 
paid for it ; here, also, the article has been sold with a condi- 
taoQ which has entirely failed, and therefore the present action 
is not maintainable, although the article had not been returned. 
tn a previous case of Lewis v. CosgravCj 2 Taunt. 4, the Court 
leld that a man could not recover the price of goods sold 
mderafraud. And this ruling is quite in accordance with 
•he opinion of Tindal, C. J., in FligM v^Boothf already referred 
0, where he states that all the rules concur that where the* 
Qisstatement is wilful or designed, it amounts to fraud,, aodi 
Qch fraud, upon general principles of law, avoids the contmct 
Itogether. (His Lordship here read the passage from SU^- 
ard on Sales, 319, previously quoted by the Chief Justice.) 

The defendants in this case residing in one Province, asd 
le plaintiff in another, it may be fairly said that they lived at 
distance from each other, and, therefore, under the principle 
id down by Billiard, a notice to rescind the contract is all that 
as required of them, and they were not bound' to re'turu the 
ru> to the plaintiff, provided vigilance and promptiiiesa. were 
zeroised by the defendants in the discovery of the fraud and 
otice to rescind given to the plaintiff. That this has been 
one, the evidence in the cause fully establishes, and no part 
f their subsequent conduct in dealing with the Ino brings 
bem within th« principle of a waiver of their rights. 

I might close here upon the point of rescinding, and be 
atisfled with the authorities I have referred to upon the sub- 
dot, but as there is. a difference of opinion on the Benq^ upon 
Ids point, I am induced to extend my judgment by a.refer- 

4 
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ence to another case. PouUon v. Lattimarej 9 Bu-. k Cress. 
259, was a contract for the sale of seed ; the Tendir wir- 
ranted it to bo good new growing seed. Soon after die file 
the buyer was told that it did not correspond with the wv' 
ranty, and he afterward sowed part am) sold the residHc. It 
was held that in an action by the seller to recover the price of 
the seed, it was competent to the buyer to show that it did 
not correspond with the warranty. The jnry foniid for the 
defendant, and a rate nisi was granted to set aside the Terdid, 
which, after argument, was disctiarged. Bayley, J., sad 
(p. 263) : '' It seems to me that it was competent to thede' 
fendant to show that the seed did not correspond with the 
warranty. The seller warranted the seed to be good netr 
growing seed, and tlrere was evidence to show, and the jory 
have found, that it was not good growing seed. The defend- 
ant did not them give notice to the plaintiff that it was defec* 
tive in quality, but proceeded to sow part and to sell the resi' 
due. It is insisted that he ought then to Imve returned the 
seed, or to have given notice to the seller of its defectire 
quality. As, however, the' plaintiff gave an express war* 
ranty that it was good growing seed, I think the defendant 
might, without returning it, show that it did not correspond 
with the warranty." Ho says further: '* I think by keeping 
it he has not precluded himself either from bringing an action 
•for breach of the warranty, or from insisting on such breach 
4n this action, in order to show that the seed was of les» 
-value than the seller represented it to be. But it is said that; 
although the warranty was not complied with, yet as the de- 
fendant used part, and disposed of the residue, it must have 
'been of some value to him^ and, therefore, the plaintiff was 
entitled to recover something. But there was no evidence to 
go to the jury that the seed was of any value ; besides, the 
only question made at the trial, was, whether it corres- 
ponded with the warranty. The Judge was not called 
upon to put the other question to the jury ; if be hft^* 
they probably would have come to the conclusion that the 
seed was not of finy value." Littledale, J., said : " I am 
of opinion that when goods fi^re warranted, the vendee is 
^ Qlititled, although he do not return them to the vendor, 
%or give notice of their defe?tive qnalfty, to bring an action 
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of warranty; or, if an action be brought against him by 
the vendor for the price, to prove the breach of the warranty, 
either in diminution of damages, or in answer to the action, if 
the goods be of no value." In the case under consideration, 
there was an express and positive representation of the cha- 
racter and condition of the 7no, which amounted to a warranty, 
and the jury having found that representation fraudulent, 
makes it a much stronger case in favor of the defendants than 
that of PouUon v. LccUimoref even admitting no notice had 
been given to the plaintiflF that they would not receive the 
boat ; but notice was given, so soon as they had the oppor- 
tunity of inspection, that they repudiated the sale. I, there- 
fore, think that they did all the law required from them to 
make the defence they have to this action. 

There was another objection taken to the verdict— the 
rejection of evidence — but I think this is easily disposed of. 
Dwyer, a witness for the plaintiff, stated, in his direct evi- 
dence, that he had previously heard that part of the side of the 
Ino was burnt, and boarded up to conceal it. Upon his oross- 
^xamination he stated who the person was that gave him the 
information, and the counsel then wanted to proceed and 
ascertain what further the party told him respecting the boat. 
This was objected to, and I sustained the objection upon the 
general principle that hearsay evidence is not admissible. 
Dwyer, in his direct examination, had not stated from whom he 
received the information ; it was therefore quite competent to 
ask him on the cross-examination the name of his informant ; 
but, as to any general conversation he had with him on the 
subject, I do not think it was admissible. When improper 
evidence has been received in the direct examination of a 
witness without objection, it does not follow that a continua- 
tion of such evidence on the cross-examination is admissible ; 
but when the witness stated that he had heard the Ino had 
been burnt, the counsel for the plaintiff might then have asked 
him if he heard it from the plaintiff or his agent, and if from any 
other person, then he could have objected to his answering 
the question, and if the Judge had taken it down, request him 
to expunge it from his minutes, and, not having done so, did 
not justify him upon his cross-examination attempting to obtain 
further improper evidence. 1 do not think, therefore,, there is 
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aajthing in this objectioD to justify setting aside the Yerdict, 
and for the reasons I have imperfectlj given upon the otb^f 
points of the case, I think the mle for the new trial should b^ 
discharged. 



DbsBabbes, J. I do not think it necessarj, wmt do I intend 
to refer to all the points taken at the argument on both mdos. 
. I will confine myself to those onlj upon which it appean to 
me this case must be disposed of. Adverting to the letter of 
23rd Hay I must, in the first place, observe that it appean to 
me clearly to establish the agency of Bourke to give to the 
defendants, in the place and stead of the plaintiff himsdf| all 
the information whidi they required, and desired to have, s» 
to the character and actual state and condition of the boat, 
• and that it also gave him the power to close the bargain with 
the defendants for the sale and purchase of the boat. 

The first question- then that arises is, whether the jdaintiff 
is legally responsible for the false statements and repfesenta- 
tions which were made by Bourke in relation to the boat to 
induce them to make- the purchase. Upon this point there 
can, I apprehend, be no difficulty. The general rule, fiunfliar 
to us all is, that the principal is bound by all representations 
or declarations made by the i^nt within the scope of his 
authority. Now if the letter of the 23rd May authorized 
Bourke to give the defendants aU informaUon, B,nd to close the 
sale, as it unquestionably did, it necessarily followed that all 
his.ifepresentations, declarations, and admissions to the de^ 
fendanta respecting the subject matter of the boat made at 
the same time, and constituting a part of the r(S8 gestfB, were 
bincUng on the plainti£ S^orjf an Agency^ sect. 134. 

It^waa, in the first place, contended by the learned coniisel 
lor the plaintiff at the argument, that as the contract entered 
into. between the parties was in writing,, no evidence of any 
, oral, representations made either by the plaintiff or his agent 
., in relation to the subject of the contract was admissible to 
: :defeat it, and that if deception had been« practised upon the 
iiidefendai^, tbey must resort to a cross action. Jn support of 
that poution the case of Fidkering j. Daumnt 4 Tanni 719, 
was cited, but I do not think it at all supports the view taken 
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of it b^ the learned counsel. That was an action on the case 
for deceit in the sale of a iship, which the plaintiff declared - 
the defendants had warranted to be copper-fastened. The- 
contract in writing was silent as to the ehip being copper-' 
fastened ; it stated that the ship and stores were to be taken 
with all faults, and as there was no fraud, evidence of oonyer- 
sations before the contract was very properly rejected ; but, if 
there had been fraud, it is quite clear the evidence would have 
been admitted, for Ghambre, J., said (p. 784) : '' Where there is a 
written agreement and no difficulty as to the meaning; it iadan^ 
gerous to depart from it without evidence of fraud ; where there 
is such, the Courts will interfere ; here I see none." Qibbs, J., 
in the same case, said (p. 786): ''In this case, if there had 
been any fraud, I agree it would not have been done away with 
bjthe contract; but there is no evidence of any fraud at all." 
In the case before us, misrepresentation and fraud are im- 
puted to the plaintiff by the pleas, — it was the very issue to 
be submitted to and tried by the jury, and therefore to hold 
that parol evidence was not admissible, under the <;ircu^^ 
stances of this case, would be tantamount to holding that 
fraud cannot be set up as a defence in any action on a written 
contract, which would be a violation of a well established 
legal principle, that fraud vitiates ail contracts, whether writ- 
ten or unwritten. Mr. Parsons, in his TrecUiae on OontradSy 
page 460, says : " If there be no express warranty, the law, in 
^neral, implies none. Its rule is cavedi emptor^ * ^ one 
important and universal exception to the rule is, that it never 
ipplies to cases of fraud, never proposes to protect a seller 
igainst his own fraud, nor to disarm a purchaser from a de- 
ence or remedy against a seller's fraud." And in 2 Tayhr 
m Evidence, 920, it is said, '' that fraud practised by the party 
leeking the remedy upon him against whom it is sought, and 
D that which is the subject matter of the action or claim, is 
iniversally held to be fetal to his title, and it may be estab« 
ished by parol evidence." That is the doctrine laid down in 
JI the cases, and it is too well known to require any authority 
o be cited in support of it. 

It was also contended by the learned counsel for the plain- 
jff that Bourke's representations were exaggerated descrip- 
JonSy not fraudulently made, and not calculated to deceive the 




54 POPE V. THE PICTOU STEAMBOAT OOUPASTT. 

defendants, masnmcb as the plaintiff had himself represent 
the stat« of the boat. It appears that the jnrr before whc^^-m 
this cause was tried did not look upon Bourke's representatio 
in that light ; they at all events regarded them as decepti^ 
and fraudulently made ; and I confess that, looking at his tei 
mony, contradicted as it is upon all the essential points by t' 
witnesses on the part of the defence, I do not see how the ju 
could come to any other conclusion than they did. If one coi 
suppose that Bourke made the representations to the defei id- 
ants which he did, believing them to be true, his evidei^. ce 
would carry with it greater weight than it does. But seei^^ng 
that the boat had been built for and owned by Bourke, a^^md 
that from his former connection with her he must have ha^K a 
thorough knowledge of her structure, and adaptation for t^lie 
purpose for which the defendants required her, it is diiSScult to 
imagine that his representations were made without any intcisn- 
tion to mislead or deceive the defendants. Of one fact he ^^ir^ as 
perfectly aware, and that is, that he had formerly sold fe-lie 
boat to the Gharlottetown Company as a ferry boat, and tl^aat 
she was returned to him as unfit for this purpose, and how ^e 
could state to the Pictou Company that " she was the v^ ry 
thing they wanted," is a matter that does not seem to me ^ 
be of easy explanation. 

The next point was that the defendants, having, through tk ^^^^ 
agent, Bourke, received the delivery of the boat from the plain ^^i" 
at Summerside, and the boat having been submerged at Ch ^^' 
lottetown, they were not at liberty to rescind the contract. * 

cannot doubt the defendants' right to rescind the contract ^^ 
discovery of the fraud practised upon them by Bourke, whi ^" 
I regard as entirely destructive of the contract. The di ™' 
oulty that has presented itself to my mind is, whether t ^® 
defendants, having that right, were bound to return the p^^^ 
perty, as it is contended they were, to the plaintiflF at Su^^' 
merside. 

On this last point I confess the cases do not throw as muCT^ 
light as I would like to have in forming my judgment upon i^ 
yet they lay down certain principles from which a decisicF/^ 
may be arrived at. I have not met with any case in which it 
is laid down that on the disaffirmance of a contract for frauds 
an actual return of the chattel must invariably be made ; a 
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^Hytice to the vendor to take back the chattel is, in many of 
^tie cases where there was no fraud, considered enongh, and 
Equivalent to a return, provided the notice be given imme- 
diately on discovering that the article is not according to the 
Older, or unfit for the purpose for which it is intended. That 
principle was laid down in Fisher v. Samuda, 1 Gamp. 193, 
^here it was held that as the plaintiff knew in July that the 
beer was unfit for shipment and gave no intimation of it until 
liecember, it was to be presumed he had assented to its being 
^ good quality, and the defendant had a verdict. Here not a 
DQoment was lost, after discovering that the Ino did not at all 
itnswer the description given of her by Bourke and the decep- 
tion practised upon them, in giving the plaintiff notice of their 
determination not to take delivery of her ; and, as the naviga- 
tion remained open for some time afterwards, he might, if ha 
aad chosen, have taken her back. In Okdl v. SmUhj 1 Stark. 
107, brought for the price of copper pans made by tlie plaintiff 
3nder a contract that they were to be sound, and of good 
aaaterials, Bay ley, J., held that if the defendants, after giving 
«he copper pans a reasonable trial, found them insufficient for 
their purpose, and gave notice to that effect to the plainti£^ 
rse was bound to take them away ; but if no notice was giv-en, 
i^nd defendants retained the pans, they were liable to pay as 
aauch as the materials were worth. In Oronmg v. Mendhcmkf 
Lbid, page 257, which was an action brought for the price of 
dover seed, which was objected to as of an inferior quality^ 
Ciord EUenborough called upon the defendant, at the close of 
plaintiff's case, to prove that he had offered to return tlie seed 
%pon discovery of its inferiority , before he would receive evi- 
dence that it did not answer the order, and no sufficient 
3vidence being given, he directed a verdict for tlie plaintiff 
3o in the case of Cash v. OUes, 3 C. <fe P. 407, for the price of 
I threshing machine, which defendant had in his possession 
ihree or ft»ur years, though only used twice, and proved at the 
/rial to be of no value, because it did not thresh the corn out 
3rop6rly, Park, J., held that if the defendant meant to insist 
^hat the threshing machine was not a good one, suitable to its 
intended purpose, it was his duty to have immediately return- 
ad it, or to have given immediate notice to the plaintiff to 
fetch it away as of no use^ but that, not having done so, he 
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bid waived all objections to its goodness, and was bonnd 
paj for it. In PouUon v. Lattimore, B. A C. 259, broii, 
to recover the price of cinq foin seed, warranted to be 
but which, after being sowed, turned out to be bad, Littled^tl^ 
J.; says (p. 266), *' that where goods are warranted, the ▼^^s 
dee is entitled, although he do not return thorn to the vendor^ 
or give notice of their defective quality, to bring an action for 
breach of the warranty ; or if an action be brought againsit 
him by the vendor for the price, to prove the breach of the 
warranty, either in diminution of damages, or in answer to 
{he action, if the goods be of no vcdueJ^ 

Now if the vendee of goods warranted may, without a re- 
turn to the vendor, or notice of their defective quality, in an 
action brought against him for the price, set up as an answer 
to the action that the goods are of no value, I do not see wbj 
a vendee to whom a fraudulent representation has been made, 
and where the goods are proved to be of no value, as in this 
case, may not with as much reason set up fraud as an answer 
to such an action, although there has not been a return of the 
property. What are the facts proved here in relation to the 
boat 7 Dwyer, one of the defendants, states that if the boat 
had been represented as she really was, they would not have 
taken her as a present, that she was not worth spending money 
upon, and was perfectly useless. Mark Talbot, a shipwright 
for 40 years, says : '' I examined the Ino two or three days 
after she came to Pictou, at the request of one of the defend- 
ants. I found she had been burnt on one side. The inside 
ceiling was consumed, and the heads of the timbers were 
burnt, and the end of one of the beams was burnt. The 
burning would weaken and injure her ; she had once been 
pretty well timbered, but she was then a complete wreck. 
The decks were ripped up in some places. From what I saw 
of her, she was not fit for a ferry-boat ; and, if hauled upon a 
slip, I think she would have been condemned." (His Lordship 
here referred to Street v. Blayf and CampbeU v. Fleming.) 

The defendants in the present case did not at all hesitate as 
to the course they were to adopt. They repudiated the cod* 
ti^t the moment they discovered the deception that had been 
practised upon them by Bourke, and took the earliest op[Kff^ 
tunity of intimating that fact to the plainti£f, and that they 
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1 Dot accept the delivery of, or take any charge of, the 
Having done that, I think it was all they were required 
^ and that as the contract became absolutely void and of 
Tecty by reason of the deception so practised upon the 
dants, they were, according, to my view, under no legal 
ition to incur the expense of returning the boat to the 
iff at Summerside ; it being, as it appear^ to me, his 
ess, under all the circumstances of this case, to take her 
at his own expense. I may say tliat this case is not, to 
ind, entirely free of diflSculty ; but, after giving it the 
consideration which I have been able to bestow upon it, 
e arrived at the conclusion that, upon the law and evi- 
) in the case, the defendants are entitled to retain the 
Dt rendered in their favor, and that the rule for a new 
)ught, therefore, to be discharged. 



LKINS, J. I concur in the opinions expressed by the rest 
) Court, that the plaintiff, by his agent authorized to 
representations about the subject of the contract in 
ioD; fraudulently misrepresented its condition and quali->. 
d that by reason thereof the defendants had a right to 
it as void, on performing the conditions which, in such a 
the law imposed upon them. But I am of opinion that 
conditions have not been performed, and that, as a legal 
quence, the contract was in force at the commencement 
3 action ; and that, instead of the verdict being, as it 
br the defendants, it should have been for the plaintiff, 
'ore referring to the facts, I will state certain legal posi- 
governing, as I conceive, the question. First — Where a 
)e of a chattel seeks to annul, on account of fraudf the 
ict whereby it passed into his possession, the law, which 
vindictive, demands that, in avoiding that contract^ he 
do as little injury as possible, even to tho /raicditleni 
r. Second — The vendee, in the supposed case, is bound, 
as may be consistent with his own necessary right, by 
}tion and inquiry, to test the condition of the chattel, in 
to ascertain whether it is, or is not, conformable to the 
r's representation of it, to restore him to the situation 
ich he was immediately before the sale. Third — The 
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▼eodee, lo order to roscinding, mast, in every case, save tiM 
exceptional, single case of the chattel being foond by the J017 
to be of no valne whatever, either to the vendor or to the 
vendee, return it, or offer to return it, at his (the vendee's) 
cost, ai (he place where he received ddivery of U. ** Betura," 
in its connection with this last position, means, and can 011I7 
mean what in many of the cases in the books is expressed bj 
the equivalent phrase, " take back,'' " restore," *' redeliver." 
All these necessarily import ^' a reinvesting the vendor with 
that actual possession of the chattel which he had when he 
invested the vendee with the possession of it." It cannot, 
possibly, be construed to mean a mere abandonment of the 
poMHCHrtion by the vendoo— a mere saying in efed to the ven- 
dor, " Come and take your property." 

•Suppose a negociation conducted between Mr. Tattersall, in 
fjcindoti, and A. B. in Failmouth, about the purchase of a horse 
tfien in London, concluding with a letter, addressed by the 
latter to the former, in these words : " I agree to buy the 
horse, relying on your representation that he is good for my 
purpose made known to you. You will please deliver him st 
Exeter, to my agent, his removal from your stable to the last 
mentioned place, and thence to Falmouth, being at my expense 
and risk," The horse is delivered at Exeter, where no trial 
or examination as to his suitableness is made ; but, on his 
arrival at Falmouth, he is found to be the subject of fraudulent 
misrepresentation by the vendor, and entirely useless for the 
buyer's purpose. Thereupon the latter, addressing the former, 
writes : " You have fraudulently misrepresented ; the horse is 
useless ; I will not take delivery of him. You, in London, 
can got him at my stable in Falmouth, when you please, but 
understand — I will not pay you a farthing for him." Tliis, 
substituting "boat" for •'horse," and "Summerside" for 
'' Exeter," will be found to be precisely the case before the 
Court. Now, can it be believed that any eminent English 
lawyer would give Mr. Tattersall, in the supposed case, differ- 
ent advice from this, namely : " If you sue A. B. for the price 
of the horse, he cannot set up, as a defence, that the contract 
is avoided by your fraud, even if you have committed 1% un- 
less he proves, at the trial, that before action brought| be. 
offered to return to you, at Exeter, where he received it, tbs^ 
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^session of the horse ?" Can it be doubted that if such a 
rned counsel as is supposed were asked to explain the legal 
nciples governing the case submitted to him, he would 
press himself to this effect : " Fraud only avoids a contract 
sale of a chattel tainted with it, at the option of the buyer, 
lere is only one way whereby he can effectually signify his 
ention to avoid it, and that is by returning, or distinctly 
ering to return, the chattel to the fraudulent seller, in such 
nanner, and at such a place, as will, so far as is practicable, 
er discovery of the fraud, restore him to that position in 
lation to the chattel in which he was placed when he parted 
th possession of it to the buyer." It is incontrovertible 
it such is the law. On the point ot a legal obligation to 
turn the chattel, articles of delicate manufacture set up in 
uses, and not found to answer the purpose for which -they 
>re ordered, are clearly exceptional cases, from their very 
ture. If these defendants must incur costs in returning the 
operty to Summerside, they have obviously themselves alone 
blame, since by doing at Summerside what they afterwards 
1 at Pictou, those costs would have been prevented. 
I take the case of PerUy v. Bodchj 23 Pick. 283, which 
istrates the positions that I have assumed. The question 
it was, whether there was a rescission in a case marked by 
3 sale of an ox, represented by the seller to be fit for the 
yer^s expressed purpose oi fattening, but discovered to be, 
tisciously to the seller, diseased, and incapable of being fat- 
led, and, therefore, useless to the purchaser. He urged his 
;ht to rescind, without returning, or offering to return, the 
imal, his counsel contending that, though it might be, if 
iurned, useful to the seller, yet that the buyer was not 
and to subject himself to any trouble or expense in restor- 
; it to the plaintiff. The Supreme Court of Massachusetts 
I down these principles, which will be found applicable to 
9 case, and on some points decisive of it, when I come to 
te the leading facts of the evidence. The learned Judge in 
judgment said (p. 285) : " Where the purchaser is induced 
the fraudulent misrepresentations of the seller to make a pur- 
ine, he may, within a reasonable time, hy restoring the seller 
he situation he was in before the sale, rescind the contract." 
A principle ifif in Qonformity with the English authorities, 



60 POPE V. THE FICTOU STEAMBOAT OOMPANY. , 

provided the language of the learned Jndge be understcz^od 
with the obvious qualification, namely, that the obligatioi^M to 
restore the seller to his former position must be viewecib- ^^ 
connection with the buyer's necessary privilege of doing to, 
and with, the chattel all that may be required to ascer^Mbain 
whether it is, or is not, conformable to the seller's represe^cmta- 
lions respecting it So qualified, the English and Ameri -Jlcan 
rules will be found in perfect harmony. 

HiUiard on Scdea, p. 319, thus expresses the rule: "A 

party, who seeks the rescission of a contract on the grounc=ii of 
fraud, must act with vigilance and promptness on the disc=:3ov. 
ery of it, by an oflFer to return the property within a rea8c=3Da- 
ble time, if the parties live at a distance from each others or 
by an actual re-delivery of it, or a tender with a view to re- 
delivery, if they reside near each other, and the propert^^ is 
susceptible of easy transportation." Now the words " an o :tfer 
to return the property within a reasonable time, if the par'Cnes 
live at a distance from each other," necessarily imply, in s'V^ch 
a case as this, an obligation on the part of the vendee, to o :fl^er 
to send the subject of the disaffirmed contract to the dist^^nt 
place — in other words, to the distant residence of the vender "X— 
in order to do which he is allowed the reasonable time ic^ ^^' 
tioned in the rule. If, then, the rule be sound, it settles '^^^ 
question, and shows that the defendants were bound to o ^®' 
to return the property to Summeraide. The learned Judg^^> ^^ 
Perley v. Bcdch, proceeded to say : *' If the defendant rel^*^ ^^ 
the fraud (to rescind) it is indispensable that the property — ^ 
returned." On the point of value the learned Judge n:^^^^* 
sensibly, iu answer to the contention of the defendant's cc^^'^^" 
sel above referred to, expressed himself thus (p. 286): -*^'Ii 
the property be of any benefit to the seller the defendan^^ ^^ 
bound to return it." If the contention of these defendants^ ^® 
right, namely, that an abandonment of this property at ^°® 
Pictou wharf, with notice to the plaintifi^ to that effect, was *" 
that the law requires in order to a valid act of rescinding ^^^ 
fraud, how can we explain as law the following notices ^^ 
American decisions, which we find made by Hilliard withc:^"^ 
question as to their authority ? "A vendee, who receives C^^ 
thing into his possession, cannot sell it at auction, thougb ^^ 
does not conform to the contract, hut may leave it at the verU^ 
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or's door J giving him noiice.V Buffington v. Qudntin, 17 Penn. 
BlO^ cited in Hilliard, 308, n. Again: ^'In case of exchange 
l)etween A. and B., if A, elects to rescind for fraud in B., he 
cannot maintain an action merely by notifying B. to come and 
receive the goods, but must actually return them." Norton v» 
Ycung^ 3 Greenl. 30, and other cases cited at the same place. 
Now observe that to decide in the last case that A. cannot 
maintain an action is equivalent to saying that A. cannot 
rescind, for the action would be necessarily based on an 
effectual rescinding. The rule which, in cases of rescinding 
for fraud, makes it imperative, in every case except the proved 
worthlessness of the chattel, to offer to return it to the vendor, 
in, the sense of re-delivering it to him, how distant soever the 
place may be where it was received, whether that rule be 
applied to large mercantile transactions between distant places, 
or to such a case as this, can entail no unreasonable incon* 
venience on the buyer, as may be illustrated by the particular 
case. Suppose this barge delivered at Summerside, removed 
directly to Pictou, and a fraud discovered there that vitiated 
the contract, the buyer would inquire : " Will it be mOre for 
my interest to incur the cost of sending this vessel back to 
Summerside, as I am bound to do, if t rescind ; or to treat the 
contract as subsisting, and sue the seller on his warranty if it 
exist, or for the deceit practised." The fallacy (I say it with 
deference) which lies at the bottom of a contention, '^ that 
these defendants were not bound to offer to send the property 
back to Summerside," is a notion '^ that the fraud annulled the 
contract a6 initio;^' whereas the fraud merely made the con- 
tract voidable by the purchaser at his option. 

I will now mention some of the leading facts of the case, in 
illustration of my views of the law bearing upon it. In the 
summer of 1864 a proposal is made hy the defendantSj in Pic- 
tou, to the plaintiff in Prince Edward Island, for purchase of 
a steamboat ; ^ correspondence ensues, which terminates with 
a letter of the 26th of May, to yrhich I shall presently refer. 
In the interval, however, the representations concerning the 
subject of the negociation, which are conceded to have been 
&l8e and fraudulent,, are made by the plaintiff's authorized 
agent, in oral communication with the defendants' company, 
at Pictou, whither he was sent by the plaintiff. On the 26th 
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of May the defendants, by their secretary, address him (who 
having been employed by the plaintiff to negociate and close 
a contract with the defendants, had then closed it and exhausted 
his powers, and was, therefore, no longer the plaintiff^s agent, 
save for the purpose of conveying to him the letter under 
review,) in these terms : '' The Picton Steamboat Company, 
at a meeting held this day, resolved to accept Mr. Pope's offer 
for the sale of the steamer InOf the price being $1360, Hali&x 
currency, for the whole hull, engine, boilers, and all materials 
and furniture belonging to her, the same to be delivered to 
yoUf at Summerside, P. E. I., and to be paid one month after 
$aid delivery^ and you are hereby authorized to conclude witL 
Mr. Pope on these terms, and to bring the boat over to thia 
harbor (Pictou) as soon as possible at the Company^s expense 
and risk/' Thus Bourke was selected and appointed by the 
defendants their agent to receive from the plaintiff delivery ot 
the chattels mentioned in the letter ; and, of course, it was foa 
him, in that capacity, to determine what lie would, or woulf 
not, receive as such. We must bear in mind that the drferuC 
ants thus proposed and named the place of delivery, and it ia 
a fact, that, neither in this letter, nor in the whole testiraooy^ 
does it appear that the plaintiff expressly or impliedly con. 
sented that the subject of the sale should be taken over tc 
PidoUj in order to inspection and examination by the defend- 
ants there. He knew the boat was intended for Pictou, but 
there is not a word in the contract from which it can be* 
inferred that he contemplated the boat, when there, being 
subject to any condition as to rescinding there. Bourke, 
charged with the letter, proceeded to the Island, and commu- 
nicated its contents to Pope. The defendants' agent, without 
instituting any examination at Summerside, or elsewhere on 
the Island, in order to ascertain whether the representations 
made by the plaintiff were true or false, took delivery of the 
boat, etc., at Summerside, and had them brought over to 
Charlottetown, the capital of the Island. There^ from what 
cause, and under what circumstances, does not appear, she 
lay submerged in the water. Afterwards she was towed over 
to Pictou. 

Subsequently to the delivery at Summerside the plaintiff 
does not appear to have interfered with the subject of the sale 
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in any manner whatever. Thus the defendants took delivery 
of the boat at Summersido, and brought it over to the place of 
their own residence at Pictou harbor. Within twenty-four 
hywrs after they hrought it thither they caused it to be exam- 
ined, and avowed their intention to reject it, on the ground of 
the there discovered fraud of the plaintiff in relation to it. 

We have seen that in order to their doing that, so as to dis- 
annul the contract, they were bound to return, or, at least, to 
offer to return the property to the plaintiff cU Summeraide. 
Let us see what they have done in relation to that condition 
of law. Pope says in his evidence : " The boat was never 
returned to me, nor was it tendered or offered to me," and 
there is nothing in the evidence that contradicts this. On the 
contrary, the defendants have unequivocally manifested their 
determination not to re-deliver, or offer to re-deliver. They 
decided merely to abandon ai Pictou, The jury, let us bear 
in mind, have not only not found that the property was worth- 
less to the seller, but there is no proof that it was, as a fact, 
worthless to the buyer or to the seller. The defendants, after 
their decision to rescind, address a letter of the 6th July to 
the plaintiff, which he received as soon afterwards as it could 
reach him at Summerside, whiqii contains these words : ** We 
cannot submit to take the property," •* We have notified 
Captain Bourke " (with whom, by the way, plaintiff had then 
no connection) ** that we will not take delivery." Thus, 
respecting the property, which, at their own request, had 
been delivered to them at least one fortnight previously, they 
say : " We will not take it." They content themselves with 
informing the plaintiff of such their intentions, with abandon- 
ing the property, and leaving it to go to ruin at a wharf at 
Pictou, to which they had brought it. 

I must not quit this part of the case witliout observing that 
the jury were in effect told by the learned Judge who tried this 
cause that no such condition as thcd of returning the property 
attached to the defendants ; and the verdict for them has been 
found under that impression. I am aware that misdirection 
is not mentioned in the rule, but, nevertheless, it is to be con- 
sidered whether, in such case, the ends of justice do not 
demand that a verdict formed imder misapprehension of law 
on a point of the very essence of the case, is not in effect a 
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verdict contrary to law in that respect, and one that, therefore 
OQght not to be allowed to stand. Mj learned brother's lai 
gnage is this : " If the defendants, acting upon those reprt 
sentations, believing thorn to be tme, were induced to nndci 
the purchase, they were not bound by the contract, bat coal< 
disclaim it." ** They were, however," he added, and this i 
all that he said on the point, <* in that case bound to disaffirn 
it without delay, and give the plaintiff notice to that effect." 
The jury could not but infer from this that this was oS tha 
the defendants were required to do. All this they have done 
but, as has been shown, there is another thing which the; 
have not done I Had the jury been told that the cantrad, C: 
point of law. had not been diaafflrmedj unleaa (key were saJtisfiei^ 
that there had been by defendants a return, or an offer to returv 
we cannot say that their verdict would have been for the dffmc 
ants I In Toulmin v. ffedley, 2 0. & E. 157, where, howevai 
the point of misdirection was in the rule. Pollock, G. B., 8ai< 
(p. 161) : '^ In terras the direction of the learned Judge is no 
open to exception ; in what precise sense he used those term 
does not appear. The question left to the jnry was certaini;; 
one capMe of being misunderstood; and I believe the Gout 
agree with me in opinion that there ought to be a new trial.^ 
In the case under our review my learned brother's language 
could not but have misled the jury on an essential point of laiv 
The jury should have been told that if there were no offer t< 
return proved, the plaintiff, unless they could believe, undei 
the evidence (which they could not), that the property wflM 
worthless even to the vendor, was entitled to a verdict, nnde^ 
the general count, for what they believed the property to hav< 
been worth when it was delivered. OrounseU v. Larnb, 1 If 
& W. 352, concedes the rule of law " that, where there h 
nothing exceptional in the special contract (as there happenec 
to be in that case), a fraudulent seller, where there has beef 
no return, may recover on a quantum vciebat^ the real valai 
of the chattel sold." It was assumpsit for a machine sold anc! 
delivered. There was a condition in the contract that ^ ih 
machine did not work, nothing was to be paid for it. It wai 
held that, though it was not proved to have been returned tc 
the plaintiff, he was not entitled to any damages on the quan 
tum valebatj without showing some new implied contract aris 
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in^ from the defendant deckling with the goods. Lord Abin- 
g^X; C. B.y says: "Here the defendant showed a special con- 
tract on which the plaintiff had not declared, md having a condi' 
ti€>Ti anneooed to ii^ which prevented flie impLied corUract declared 
or» Jrom, arisingJ^ ^i^^^^i B. ; " To entitle the plaintiff to any 
dctxnages on the qmrdum valebat, he should have shown some 
aeipe implied contract arising from the defendant's conduct or 
4eaJing with the goods." EiUiard on Sales says, p. 323, n. : 
^^ If the contract has not been rescinded, then the purchaser 
should only pay so much as the chattel, in its unsound state, 
Tsua worth ; or, if it ws^s of no value, he should be entirely 
discharged," 

There is another view of this case which shows that this 
verdict ought to be set aside. The defendants made their 
4^ction to stand by, and not to avoid, this contract, when, 
'V'ithout examination, they removed the barge, etc., from Sum- 
overside. The defendants could have done there, in relation 
to discovery of the fraud, what they afterwards did, to that 
6ud, at Pidau. This might have been done by means of one 
of them going over to the Island for the purpose, or by 
iustructing their agent to conduct the ing[uiry. Had it been 
(nade therCf the course would have been less hurtful to the 
^udulent seller than the course actually adopted. As then, 
"ttiej had, at Summersidei the means of ascertaining the &ctfi 
subsequently discovered at Pictou^ they, in legal contemplar 
tiou, for the purpose of the present investigation, must he 
^ea to have had there actual knowledge of those facts. If^ in 
^lig the period for inspection and examination, they were 
^tUmited, as a comniencing pointy to the time when they first 
possessed the means of knowledge, then this absurd conse- 
^^^ce would follow, nainely, that after they possessed the 
P^perty s^t Pictou, they were not bound to begin to ea^mnfi 
mSi now. It is unnecessary, in this case, to speculate about 
% point of a reasoncMe time for examination, since after the 
^J^ of the defendants beheld the property at Pictou, they 
^ere, in foot, enabled to discover the fraud in the period of 
ffio^y/oMr hours. See BeU v. OardineTf 4 M. A Gr. 11, per 
Tiudaly GL J. The rationale of *' reasonable time " in such a 
CQse is fouBd in the necessity for inquiry and examination. 
Where was the necessity for keeping this property unex- 
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amined daring the whole period occupied in taking it 
Stiminerside to Charlottetown, and keeping it there twol^ 
days, and afterwards removing it to Picton? There was abv 
ouslj none ! I, therefore, consider the effect of all these las 
mentioned acts of the defendants from this stand-point, namelj^, 
that, in point of law, they had actual knowledge of the fraicd 
be/ore the property was removed from Summerside. Parsoiu 
on Contracts, vol. 2, p. 279, has this passage : "A mere lapse 
of time, if it be considerable, goes far to establish a waiver of 
a right to rescind ; and, if it be connected with an obvious 
ability on the part of the defrauded person to discover the 
fraud at a much earlier period by the exercise of ordinary 
care and intelligence, it would be almost conclusive." The 
defendants dealt with this property as their own, after they so 
removed it from the place of delivery ; then, on the authority 
of Campbell v. Fleming, 1 Ad. & Ell. 40, they had not the 
right to rescind at Pidou. In that case, the question was, 
whether a party who had been induced by fraudulent misre- 
presentations of the seller to purchase shares in a Mining 
Company, and who, after discovering the fraud, sold some of 
the shares, could rescind. Jt was held that he could not 
Parke, J. (p. 42) : "After the plaintiff, knowing of the fraud, bad 
elected to treat the transaction as a contract, he had lost his 
right of rescinding it ; and the fraud could do no more than 
entitle him to rescind." The question, as to whether these de- 
fendants dealt with the property as their own under a contract, 
may be determined by an obvious answer to another question, 
which is this : " Did this plaintiff give, expressly or impliedly, 
authority to the defendants to take the property to ChatiotU- 
tovm, or authorize its being kept there for any purpose what- 
ever for twelve days Y^ There, the barge and her engines, from 
some unexplained cause, were in a situation under wat^r which 
must have damaged them. What evidence exists that the plain* 
tiff sanctioned this ? Absolutely none I Even supposing she 
sunk at Charlottetown, not from mismanagement of defendants' 
servants, but from inherent defects existing when she was 
delivered over by plaintiff at Summerside, and supposing thxi 
urged to him, what would his natural and irresistible answer 
be : '' You might have ascertained the defects at Summerside, 
«nd I, in no respect, consented to your taking her to Oharlotte- 
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own. I contemplated your removing her to Pictou, though 
tot subject to any obligations or conditions on my part as 
Mached to her iAerCy but your deviation to Charlottetown, and 
'onr keeping her there twelve days, I never even contem- 
plated, much less sanctioned." 

The defendants, then, removed the property to Charlotte- 
own, because it vkls their own; and they, by doing what they 
[id, after their in^plied knowledge of the fraud, as completely 
[ealt with the subject of the contract as their ovm, as did the 
)laintiff in Campbell v. Fleming with the shares in the Mining 
Company. "They did not make their stand, as they should 
lave done, at Summerside." 

This case is susceptible of another view, in which it might 
be necessary to inquire whether it is marked by an express 
\7arranty. On that point I am quite clear that there is evi- 
dence of express affirmations made by Bourke as to the quali- 
ty and capabilities of the property sold — affirmations of fact 
and not of opinion merely, — from which the jury, if the ques- 
tion had been submitted to them, could have inferred an ex- 
press warranty. See HHUard on Sales, sec. 6, p. 259 ; alsa 
Chapman v. Murch, 19 Johns. 290. If there was such war- 
ranty, then Toulmin v. Hedley, 2 C. & E. 157, would be worthy 
of consideration. 

Before noticing it, I observe, in passing, that a note in HH^ 
liard called my attention to the learned judgment of Lord 
Tenter den in Street v. Blay, 2 B. & Ad. 462. His lordship 
adverts to the doctrine held, he says, in a certain class of 
cases, to the effect, ''that where the property in a specific 
chattel has passed to the vendee, and the price has been paid, 
he has no right, on breach of the warranty, to return th6 
article, and revest the property in the vendor, and recover the 
price as money paid, on a consideration that has failed, but 
must sue on the warranty, unless there has been a condition 
in the contract authorizing a return, or the vendor has 
received back the chattel, or has been guUty of a fraud which 
destroys the contract altogether J^ Now, these learned remarks 
are no further applicable to our inquiry than this, that they 
enunciate a principle recognized in a hundred subsequent 
eases, namely, that a party who has received into bis posses- 
«0Q a specific chattel respecting which there has been fraud 
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on the part of the selleri may {per/arming certain oonditions) 
return the article; and revest the property in the yendor. To 
that extent only is the case an authority to affect this* If^ 
however^ any peraon would venture to contend that Lord Ten- 
terden's words, used in connection with fraud, namely, ^ which 
destroys (he cantrad aUogdher'^ are to be received wUhaut qua- 
lificaium^ he would find that, taken in that unqualified sense, 
(in which sense I am quite certain the learned Judge did not 
mean to apply them,) they are not law in 1865. There is no 
rule in the law of contracts more absolutely fixed beyond con* 
troversy than '' that fraud, however gross, in a contract of 
sale, does not ' destroy the contract altogether,' hut ovAy tit the 
election qf ihe buyer J* 

An express opinion of Lord Tenterden, that a vMidee, bav- 
ing aooqried and received a chattel that came to him by fraud, 
could, nevertheless, avoid it on the ground of fraud, though 
there existed a warranty, would be accepted by me, not 
merely as a positive authority by which I would be bound, but 
as according with my own humble views of the law ; provided 
ihe learned Judge meant what I am sure he would intend, an 
aeoq^ting and receiving^ not for the purpose of dealing with 
the chattel as the buyer's absolute property, but for the pur- 
pose of examination in order to determine tohelherjraml essiated 
and ejected the contract. 

Lord Tenterden, as we have seen, put the ca^e of fraud as 
exceptional to the general class of cases of accepting and re- 
ceiving a chattel where there was a warranty, '^ hepcnise/raud 
destroyed the contract attogelher ; ^^ but we have neen that 
fraud in auch oaaes does not destroy the contract altcgetiieh 
Where, then, it may he asked, is the distinction in primdjple 
between the case of a apecifio chattel sold and r^eeented un- 
truly to be fit for a particular purpose, and the caae oi that 
same (dttttel ftoldand toarranted to be suitable for that parti- 
cular purpose? K the two cases are subject to the ewi» 
legal incidenta, then, if the jury could have found eai exprem 
warranty here, Twlmin v. Ee^Rey is an authority that tbese 
d^endants, having acoapted ddivery of the property at Sim- 
merside, not merely for the purpose of inspection and exami* 
nation, but as an absolute delivery of it, intendijag to rely on 
tiiek wancsnty, were bound to keep the pitperty, aod bave 
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Teconrse to the warranty. I make these observatkms because 
the question of e^t^e^tf woarrardp might have been pnt to the 
jury, and« if answered affirmatively, might have materiie^ly 
affected the rights of these snitors. 

Before farther noticing Tatdmin v. Hedky^ I ask if there be 
a difference in principle between that case and this ? It was 
the case of a cargo of gnano warrmded eqnal to average im- 
portSy and sotwd and merchantable. This is the case of a boat 
and engines represented (and the jnry might perhaps have 
found, uHXrranted) to be of a certain quality, in a certain con- 
tain condition, and suitable for a certain purpose. Now, in 
order to show the applicability, in the sense adverted to, of 
IFinilnUn v. Bedtey^ I have only to state, without comment, the 
instructions of Gresswell, J., to the jury, whioh, as respects the 
legal principles involved in them, tiie Court received without 
disapproval. Cresswell, J. — '' This cargo was warranted to be 
equal to the average imports from Ichaboe, and in sound and 
merchantable condition. It is irue that it was a contract for 
a (Specific cargo, but it had not been seen by the defendant ; 
and I think, therefore, that, before accepting it, he was en- 
titled to look at it in order to see whether it corresponded 
*with the terms of the warranty or not, and that, if it did not, 
lie was entitled to reject it. The defendant might either take 
t;o the (»rgo, and run the risk of his action on the warranty, or 
lie might insist on inspecting it, and reject it if it was inferior 
to the quality warranted. I shall, therefore, ask you, first, if 
this cargo actually corresponded with the warranty, because, 
if it did, the defendant was bound to accept it ; and if you 
ahonld not be of this opinion, I shall ask you, secondly, whe- 
ther the delivery took place under ian arrangement that the 
defendant might inspect the cargo, and then return it if found 
not to correspond with the warranty ; or whether it was de- 
livered to him, he taking it as a delivery of the cargo, and 
intending to rely for his remedy on the warranty alone. If it 
was agreed that the cargo should be landed for the purpose ot 
inspection, the defendant had a right to reject it. If it was 
landed under no such agreement, the defendant was bound to 
keep the cargo, and rely for his remedy on the warranty only." 
Now, I will not take upon myself to say absolutely that that 
case governs this, or would, if an express warranty had been 
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found ; but this I am prepared to say, that if it does app^^' 
the salient points of it are so strikingly similar to those of f fc^^ 
case under review, that to draw in words a parallel betwei^^ 
them would be an unnecessary waste of time. In connection . 
with a review of the case just considered, I may remark tha ^ 
one of the questions put by Gresswell, J., suggests to my min 
a query — ^' whether this plaintiff, in the most unfavorable vie 
to him of the particular case that could be taken, would not 
be entitled to the practical application of the following Ameri- 
can decision noted in HiUiard on Salea, 319 " : " Where the 
plaintiff agreed with the defendant to manufacture for him 
certain utensils of trade at a specified price, and that they 
should be sound, and made of the best materials, and the arti- 
cles having been delivered, in an action for the price, the 
defendant contended that they were unfit for the intended use ; 
held, it was a question/or the jury 'whether the defendant had 
used them longer than was necessary to make a fair trial of 
their quality.'" Assuming, as I have contended, that "the 
necessary time for a fair trial " began, in this case, when the 
defendants took delivery <xt Summerside^ the application of the 
principle involved in the case just referred to from HiUiard, 
becomes obvious ; and the moral question, at least, obtrudes 
upon the mind, namely, " is it just that this verdict should 
stand against this plaintiff, in a case in which the jury have 
not considered the question of necessary time, relatively to 
the point of time when the delivery was actually made ?" 

Whatever speculations may be entertained about some 
points presented by this case, there is one view of it which 
all the authorities and text writers, without exception, English 
and American, place beyond the region of speculation. It 
may be shortly put thus : There existed a contract of sale — a 
delivery of the chattel, by defendant's desire, at Summerside, 
Prince Edward Island. Thence defendants removed it to 
Pictou, on the mainland of Nova Scotia, and, there, on dis- 
covery of the fraud, notified the plaintiff that they disafiSrmed 
the contract on the ground of fraud, but they never offered to 
reinvest plaintiff with the property and the possession of it, 
at Summerside. The law made it imperative on them to do 
BO ; and, not having done it, the contract was never rescinded, 
and yet a verdict stands, and on it there will be a judgment 
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Against the plaintiff. For the reasons stated, I am of opinion 
that this rule should be made absolute. 

Bule discharged. 
Attorney for plaintiff, WilkinSj Q. O. 

Attorney for defendants, A. G. McDonald. 



GARVIE V. PENNY. 

December 11, 1865. 



Neither the Court nor a jTndge has the power to authorize a party demurring 
to join in demurrer, unless as a condition for some faror to the opposite party. 

McCuLLY, Q. C, for defendant, moved on the first day of 
Term to strike this case off the docket as having been impro- 
perly entered. It appeared that the cause had been entered 
for argument on demurrer by the plaintiff's attorney, who had 
obtained an order from Johnston, E. J., on the 20th November, 
allowing him to join issue and demur to several of the defend- 
ant's pleas. The plaintiff's attorney served the demurrers on 
"the 23rd November, with a demand of joinder in demurrer 
attached thereto ; and on the 27th November obtained another 
Order from Johnston, E, J., giving leave to the plaintiff " in 
Oonsequence of his having been delayed in obtaining his order 
t^o plead and demur," to add the joinder in demurrer himself. 
1?he plaintiff's attorney thereupon prepared the demurrer- 
l>ook, (adding the joinder in demurrer thereto himself,) and 
l\led the same on the 28th November. This joinder in demur- 
rer was not served on the defendant's attorney. The first 
Order obtained from Johnston, E. J., was signed: "By the 
Court, J. W. Nutting, Prothonotary " — the last by the Judge 
Viimself. The defendant's attorney joined in demurrer on the 
2nd December instant. It appeared that the demurrer-book 
liad to be filed on or before the 29th November {Bevised Sta- 
tutes, chap. 134, sec. 228), or the cause could not be argued 
during the present Term. 

McGuUt/j Q. C, contended that the order of 20th No- 
vember was invalid, as the Equity Court had no power to 
grant such an order in a common law cause. Our Act {Rev. 
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Stat. cbap. 134, sec. 70,) allows ten days for joining in 
murrer ; the English Act only gives fonr days. 7 DouA. 66^ 
The Judge had no power to grant the order of 27th Noven^::^' 
ber. 3 Dowl 533 ; AD.dk L. 313. The Court cannot comp^^^ 
a party to join in demurrer before the expiration of the teiu^^ 
limited therefor by the Statute. 5 M. dk W. 341. (Cites alac:^^ 
Bev. Stat. chap. 134, see's. 60, 109.) 

Lynchj Q. C, contri. Tho order of 27th November is bind-- 
ingi until appealed from. It appears from BuUen dk Leake, 694, 
note a, that although the plaintiff cannot himself add the joinder 
in demurrer^ as he might the joinder in issue, yet he may 
sometimes obtain the right of doing so where he might other 
wise be delayed^ etc. 

McCuUt/f Q. 6\, in reply. A party dissatisfied with a Judge's -^ 

order need not appeal, but may apjdy to the Court to have it ^ 

set aside. 2 Ch. Arch. Q. B. Prac (10th ed.) 1537 ; 8 D(M. ^ 

887. 

Cur. adv. vuU. 

YoTJNO, C. J., now delivered the judgment of the Court. 

Beferring to MnUina v. Gox, 7 Dowl. 660, and Cook v. BUhe, ^^ 

4 D. A L. 313, we are all of opinion that a party demurring can- — 

not be authorized in any case, by the order either of the Court 

or a Judge, to join in deitfurrer, unless as a condition ibr sotn^ 

favor to the opposite party. The Judge's order of .27th N< 

vember must, therefore, be set aside. 

Bide accordingly. 

Attorney for plaintiff, Lynch, Q. C. 
Attorney for defendant, Blanchard, Q. C. 



GRANT V. HALL. 

December 11, 1SS5. 



< A nde nisi to let aside tn award muat contain the grounds of olijection en 
irfaidi tiie party moying therefor intends to rely, and must also be drawn up en 
Jtiwhg the award, or a copy of it. 
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IB. H. HA:^]&iN6T0Ny for plaintiff, moved to make absolate a 
x^nle nisi to set aside the award in this case. 

Attorney General, contr^, took a preliminary objection that 

IJie rnle did not contain the grounds of objection to the award, 

Skuid tnust^ therefore, be discharged.^ Bev. Stat. chap. 146, 

sec. 14. McDonald €t al. v. Marmaudj 2 Thomson's Rep. 79 ; 

Z N. dk M,^ 203. There is another objection, that the rule is 

not drawn on reading the awBrd, or a copy of it, which ib 

indispensable. 2 OhiOy's Arohbdd's Q. B. Prac. 1618 (10th 

ed.) ; 3 D(ywL 349 ; 5 Dml. 697. 

• 4 

The Coubt. The rule must be discharged. 

Rule discharged. 

Attorney for plaintiff, JD. Macdonald, 
.Attorney for defendant, Attorney OeneroH. 



PEART V. PEART. 



Where a plaintifr in ejectment claims the possessibh of lands by descent from a 
^eoeased tenant for years, he innst produce either letters of probate or of adinih- 
^^^ttation, as he IB not entitled to kuch possession as heir. 

Xhe Court will rectify an error in a deed, where there are clear identification 
**^ proof of what land was intended to be conveyed,^and where the error 
'^^ been caused by the fhiud of the party seeidng to defeat the deed. 

HjfiCTHENT for lands in Antigonish connty. Pleas, limiting 
^he defence to part of the lands clietimed. 

At the trial, before Dodd, J., at Antigonish, in June last, a 
Verdict passed for the pliaintiff, subject to the opinion of the 
Court. 

The case M^as argued early in the presetit Term by the 
Solicitor Oeneral for the plaintiff, and the Attorney Oeneral 
^ud McOuUy, Q. (J., for the defendant. The facts and the 
points taken at the argument sufficiently appear in the judg- 
Client. 

* Hie rule merely referred to certain affidavits, and contained no groands what- 
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Young, C. J., now delivered the jadgment of the Court. 

This ejectment was brought for two lots of land of 15 acrt34 
and 6i acres respectively; but the defendant's claim was 
limited by his pleas to 5 acres of the one, and If acres of tbo 
other. The defendant laid claim to both as a purchase from 
the tenant in dower, but it appeared at the argument that 
the assignment of dower had not been approved of by the 
Judge of Probate, as required by the 45th and 46th sections 
of the Probate Act, and the title was, therefore, incomplete. 
The defendant claimed, also, under an administrators deed, 
and the inquiry then turned upon the title of the plaintiff. 

As to the 5 acres, Clark, the intestate, had executed a lease 
for a term not expired at the time of action brought to Thomas 
L. Peart, the son of the plaintiff, who died after action brought, 
whereupon the plaintiff, by leave of the Court, under section 
46th of the Practice Act, entered a suggestion of the death of 
the son, and that he was the legal representative, claiming the 
right so to do as heir at law ; but the term did not vest in the 
plaintiff as heir, but belonged to the executor of the son, if he 
left a will, and to his administrator if he died intestate. The 
plaintiff, therefore, ought to have proved the truth of the sug- 
gestion at the trial by producing letters of probate or of 
administration, and not having done so, and it being a fact 
admitted that neither the one nor the other was in existence, 
he is not entitled as to the 5 acres to our judgment. 

The same objection is fatal to his claim for the If acre 
under the lease ; but this be claims, also, as heir at law to his 
son, whom he alleges to have been the owner in fee. The If 
acre is part of the 6J acres which were conveyed by Charles 
Wheaton to the plaintiff in 1845, by a full description, with 
metes and bounds. In 1857 the plaintiff sold these lots of 
land, one of them being the 15 acre lot adjoining the 6J acres, 
and fully described in the deed to William Clark. When the 
description of the middle lot came to be inserted, it agreed 
exactly with the preliminary part, and with the base line of 
the description of the 6J acre lot in Wheaton's deed, but 
stopped there, omitting the side and rear lines. The descrip- 
tion, therefore, is imperfect, though the intention to convey 
the 6J acres to Clark is sufficiently obvious. 

This mistake being known, it seems, to the plaintiff, though 
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mknown to Clark ; the plaintiff, 18 months after, executed a 
leed of the 6J acres to his son, Thos. L. Peart, under whom 
16 DOW claims. If the question turned altogether on the Ian- 
•nage of the conveyance to Clark, we would have some diffi- 
nlty in holding that the 6j^ acres, or any particular portion of 
;, passed under the deed. But it does not turn altogether 
pen that. The witness who prepared the deed to Clark, at 
16 plaintiff's request, says that the plaintiff had one or two 
3eds with him at the time the deed was so prepared, from 
hich the plaintiff read to the witness the description of the 
remises. The witness observed to him when he came to the 
3Scription of the 6j^ acres, or rear lot, that it was deficient, 
at does not recollect what the plaintiff said, and the witness 
oderstood it was all right. 

Now, here, beside the identification and proof of what was 
leant to be conveyed, we have the plaintiff, with Wheaton's 
eed in his hand, professing to read off a description of the 
ear lot, and giving an imperfect description, which has led to 
his question. That there was mistake or fraud is obvious ; 
nd if only mistake, it became fraud when the plaintiff* exe- 
rted, and, after the death of Clark, recorded the deed to his 
on. We think we are not obliged, where the plaintiff's title 
8 thus founded upon his own wrong, to recognize it in this 
action; and, therefore, as to the 1| acre, we also give judg- 

nent for the defendant. 

Judgment for defendant. 

Attorney for plaintiff. Attorney Oenercd. 
Attorney for defendant, CampbeU, Q. C. 



SMYTH V. McNEIL. 

December 16, 1865. 



The Provincial Act of 1863, ch. 17, sec. 8, which provides that " accounts 
&ted " shaU be included among the securities made void by the 16th section 
chapter 22 of Uie Kevised Statutes, second series, does not extend to actions 
'Dimenced before its passage. 

The word *' agreements" in the last-named sec^* ^oes not include '^ accounts 
ited." 

Assumpsit for goods sold and delivered, and on an account 
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I 

stated, the particulars being : — ** 1859. Oct 14. To amount 
of balance due on settlement of account — £73 8d. 6d." FI^ 
(among others) that ^Uhe balance or amount of accomit 
alleged to be stated included intoxicating liquors sold in 
quantities less than one gallon, and that such alleged settle- 
ment was made and agreed upon therefor, and was void in 
law." 

At the trial, before Dodd, J., at Port Hood, in June, 1864, it 
Ikppeared that the defendant had, in October, 1859, acknoWr 
lodged the amount claimed to be due, and had signed a memo- 
randum in plaintiff's book to that effbct His balance WM 
based on several former selttlements, in the first of which were 
included a few charges for liquors, in small quantities, be- 
tween 1839 and 1843. The jury, under the direction of the 
learned Judge, found a verdict for the plaintiff, subject to tbe 
opinion of the Court as to the effect of the License Law, ^iid 
a rule nisi to set aside the verdict was granted accordingly. 



Twining, Q. C (Dec. 2), in support of rule. Section 16 rf 
chapter 22 of the Revised Statutes, second series, enacts that 
no person ishall recover, or be allowed to set off, any charge 
for intoxicating liquors, in any quantity less^ than dtie galloii} 
delivered at one and the same time, and that all specialtieSi 
biUs, notes, or agreemimtiy given in whole or in part to secnre 
any such charge shall be void. This Act was in force before 
the action was brought.* It would be no great straining of 
the word "agreemen^*^ to hold that it includes ^^accotiD^^ 
stated.'* The Act of 1863, chapter 17, did not except pendinS 
actions, and the eighth section of that Act provides that''a<^' 
counts stated " shall be included among the securities oaade 
void by the first named section. 



Solicitor Oeneral, contra. A security may be void, and y©* 
the debt may be recovered. Peake^a Additional Cases, 32 ; 1 
-fiip. 17 ; 2 Strange, 1249 ; 3 Camp. 119. A bona fide debt is 



*T1m action was brought on the 29th October, 1861, and the aeoond aeriei of tbe 
BeWNd Statotea oame into Jbioe on the 17th Angoat, 1859.— Rep. 
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ot destroyed by being mixed up with a usucioua contract 
slating to it 1 Hen. Black. 463. ''AccoontB stated " being 
tentioned in the Act of 1863 shows that the Legislature 
[d not intend to include them in the former Act. Where a 
w is altered by Statute pending an action, the law as it 
usted when the action commenced must decide the rights of 
irties, unless the Legislature, by the language used, show a 
ear intention to vary the mutual relations of such parties. 
Ad. (t JEUis^ 943* (Befers on this point to cases cited by 
m in Coiihan v. Scrngster^ cmie, vol. 1, p. 678.) 

ChM\ adv. imU. 

Young, C. J., now delivered the judgment of the Court. 
The law rendering vpid all specialties, bills, notes, or agree- 
ents giyen in whole or in part to secure charges for intoxi- 
kting liquors sold in quantities less than one gallon, etc., 
ppears to have been first introduced in the first series of the 
evised Statutes (1851), and has continued in force ever since. 
Te all think that the word '' agreements " in that Act, and in 
le Act of 1859 (Revised Statutes, second series,) does not 
omprehend " accounts stated." We are not called upon to 
lecide whether the Acts of 1851 and 1859 are retrospective 
8 to subsisting securities, neither do we decide how far the 
i^bt is preserved, though the security may be gone. We 
hink, however, that we are perfectly justified in holding that 
he Act of 1863 does not extend to an actioa brought before 
b passage, and we, therefore, give judgment for plaintiff. 

Bide discharged. 
Attorney for plaiutiff, MacdonntU. 

Attorney for defendant, J. L. Tremcdn, 



BOUTILISR ijB® Anothsb t;. KNOCK: akd Oteebs. 

Dittv^ir 16, Ides. 

A lot of land was allotted in 1767 to J. B., as appeared by the drawing or 
Dotment lKK>k filed in the registry of deeds for the county wherein the lot 
IS situate, and the accompanying i^an ; hf a card alleged to have been drawn 
fthe said J. B. in 1767 (the date of the aUotment book), the card contuning 
4eseription of the lot ccunresponding with that in the aUotment book ; and by 
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the certificate of the registrar of deeds giren by the regiatru' to J. B., nd 
proTed to be marked with the registrar's initials. This card and the ootilcrtt 
were prored to hare been continaoosly and consecutiTelj in the poisessiosof 
J. B. and those claiming nnder him, and were produced bj the plaintifb it tfai 
trial. Tlic block of land allotted by the allotment book contained in die whole 
180,000 acres, being tlie whole township. Nothing was known of this book bit 
its antiquity and the iact of its general acceptance. A grant, which appescd 
to be a grant of confirmation, passed in 1784, conre^ing 71,406 acres of tfas 
aboTC 180,000. This grant recited a previous grant in 1765 of the whole 180,000 
acres, and the grantees under this latter grant (of whom J. B. was not one) 
were all also grantees under the prcTious grant, and their title and possenioi 
were confirmed by this latter grant This latter grant, howerer, stated that the 
grant of 17C5 had not been accepted nor taken out of the Secretary's ofice. 
The plaintiffs were JI. J. B. and S. B., and they traced their title firom J. B. ii 
follows : Deed J. B. to J. 6. B. ; deed J. 6. B. to H. J. B. (one oC the plain- 
tiffs) ; deed from II. J. B. (the last named plaintiff) to S. B. (the other plaintiff). 
S. B., it appeared, had conreyed the locui to one D. R., and the deed to D.S. 
was executed and recorded before action brought. The plaintiffiB' counsel it 
the trial alleged, in opening, that the action was brought for the benefit U 
D. R. M., a surveyor, had acted as agent for the plaintiffs, or one of theni,€C 
those under whom they claimed, and the defendants had been put in possesnos 
by him fif;ecn years before action brought. The defendants did not attempt it 
the trial to prove title in themselves, but relied wholly on the alleged weskaeM 
oftheplaintiflTs* title. 

Ileld, tlie Court being at liber^ to draw the same inferences as a jnqr 
might, — 

First, That, under all the circumstances, a grant of the lot to J. B. in or befivs 
1766 might be presumed. 

Secondly, That as the possession of the defendants was not adverse to dio 
plaintiffs it did not prevent the operation of the deed from S. B. to D. B. 

Thirdly, That as thero was no pretence of title in the defendants, and tfaa 
plaintiffs would have been entitled to judgment if D. R.'s name had been npoB 
the record, the record might now be amended by adding D. B. as plaintiir 

Fourthly, That the plaintiffs, under all the droumstances, were entitled to 
the general costs of the cause, neither party to the costs of the trial, and tfast 
the defendants should pay the costs of the argument. 

Ejectment for lands in the township and county of LnneiH 
burg. Pleas, denying the title of the plaintiffs and their rigbt 
to the possession, and alleging title in the defendants. 

At the trial, before Young, C. J., at Lunenburg, in October, 
1865, the following facts appeared in evidence. The ^^ 
tiffs claimed, under one Jacques Boutilier, to whom tbo 
lands had been allotted in 1767, as appeared by the allot- 
ment, or drawing-book, filed in the registry of deeds, at 
Lunenburg, and the accompanying plan ; by a card alleged to 
have been drawn by the said Jacques Boutilier in 1767 ][the 
date of the allotment book), said card containing a descripticm 



MICHAELMAS TERM, 1865. 79 

of the lot corresponding with that in the allotment book, it 
being described therein as No. 15, Letter P, Third Division, — 
and by the certificate of the registrar of deeds, given by the 
registrar to Jacques Boutilier, and proved to be marked with 
the registrar's initials. This card and certificate were proved 
to have been continuously and consecutively in the possession 
of Jacques Boutilier and those claiming under him, and were 
produced by the plaintiffs at the trial. The block of land 
allotted by the allotment book contained 180,000 acres, being 
the whole township. Nothing was known of the allotment 
book but its antiquity and the fact of its general acceptance. 
A grant passed in 1784 conveying 71,406 acres of the 180,000 
acres allotted by the allotment book. This grant recited a 
previous grant, in 1765, of the whole 180,000 acres, and it con- 
firmed the title and possession of a number of the grantees 
under such previous grant. It stated, however, that this grant 
of 1765 had not been accepted, nor taken out of the Secre- 
tary's office. Jacques Boutilier was not one of the grantees in 
the grant of 1784. The plaintiffs were Henry Joseph Boutilier 
and Samuel Brookman, and they traced their title as follows : — 
Deed from Jacques Boutilier to John George Boutilier, 22nd 
June, 1822 ; deed from John George Boutilier to Henry J. 
Boutilier (one of the plaintiffs), 16th June, 1840 ; deed from 
Henry J. Boutilier (the last named plaintiff) to Samuel Brook- 
Man (the other plaintiff), 12th March, 1849. Brookman had 
conveyed the locus to David Rodenheiser in November, 1863, 
and the plaintiffs' counsel, in opening, stated that the action 
^as brought for the benefit of Rodenheiser. It appeared that 
Morris, a surveyor, had acted as agent for both or one of the 
plaintiffs, or for those under whom they claimed, and that the 
defendants obtained possession from him. Brookman, how- 
ever, disclaimed Morris' authority to give the defendants pos- 
session, and the demand of possession came from Rodenheiser, 
whose name was not on the record. Aaron Knock, the princi- 
pal defendant, appeared to have been in possession of the 
locus for about fifteen years before action brought. 

The defendants called no witnesses, but relied on a motion 
or a non-suit. The learned Chief Justice declined to non- 
uit, but reserved the points taken. 

The jury found for the plaintiffs, under his lordship's direc- 



^- 
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tion, subject to the opinioD of the Conrt, — ^the Court to be at 
liberty to draw the same iuferences that the jury might have 
drawn. 



James, for plaintiffs. Defendants wont into possession under 
plaintiffs, and, therefore, cannot dispute their title. Leonard 
Knock said that he and Aaron Knock went into possessiofii under 
Morris, and it was proved that Morris was acting as agent for 
some of the plaintiffs. If Morris professed to act for Bouti- 
Her, although he had no right to do so, still Boutilier could take 
advantage of his so acting. There is a legal tiUe in the 
plaintiffs. If the plainti& had not a perfect legal title they 
had at all events a colorable title, and if so, the acts of pos- 
session proved here are sufficient to give them title to the 
whole lot. The filing of the allotment book in the registry 
of deeds at Lunenburg was sufficient to give title. Prpv. Act 
of 1760, cb. 8, sec. 3 (Prov. Statutes*, vol. 1, p. 61). [Wilkhb, 
J. Was that Act prospective 7] I think that it was. The 
neglecting to improve mentioned in section 3 must be evidenced 
by inquest of office. The exception in the section is confined 
to the peninsula of Halifax. Ounard v. Irvine, James' Rep. 31, 
is distinguishable from this case. A party occupying lands 
with the permission of the Crown has sufficient possession to 
maintain trespass against a wrong doer. 4: B. dk O. 754. 
[W1I4EINS, J. We have settled the point that where there 
is no adverse possession, a grant gives seisin to the grantee.] 



J. W. Johnston, Jr., conti:^. It is sufficient in this action to 
show title out of the plaintiffs and in a third party. No pre- 
sumption is admitted against a party in possession. The plain* 
tiSs' case is made up entirely of presumptions. Brookman's dis- 
claimer and purchase put an end to Morris' agency. The acts 
of an agent must be either distinctly adopted or repudiated 
by the principal, 1 C. (k P. 406. The plaintiffs did not ven- 
ture to ask Boutilier a queation as regards Morris' agency, A 
grant may be presumed after a lengthened possession. 1 Jac. 
dt Walker, 159 ; Cotvper's Rep. 103, note ; 8 Ves, 129 ; 11 JBb»f, 
488. The allotment book does not prove any drawings — ^it is 
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notbiDg but a bald index. Boutilier conld not bring the 
aotioD, because he had conveyed to Brookman ; nor Brook* 
ncisin, because he had conveyed to Rodenheiser. Rodenheiser 
could purchase legally, notwithstanding defendants' possession. 

Cur. adv. vuU. 



WiLKiNS, J., now delivered the judgment of the Court. 
The reasons, upon which the doctrine of presumptions is 
applied to supply defective evidence, are well stated by Mr. 
Justice Archer in BeaWa Lessee v. Lynn, 6 Harris & Johnson, 
361. (See note (6) to Jackson v. Lunn, 3 Johns. Cases, 124.) 
*• Presumption is often resorted to for the purpose of sup- 
plying defective evidence; and in this country (United 
States) is not oftener applied to any subject than to supply 
defective title to lands. It would be difficult to make out the 
titles to many of the elder tracts of land in this State, by a 
regular deduction of title deeds from the patentees down to 
tixe present proprietors, without resorting in some stage of 
them to presumption. Records may sometimes be lost or 
<io8troyed, ancient title papers may be defectively executed, 
^^^ the proof of them from lapse of time may be impossible." 
A. ^in : •' Proprietary grants, under certain circumstances, are 
Presumed. In general, these presumptions are bottomed upon 
^tie existence of certain facts, which can leave but little 
^onbt upon the mind of the truth of the fact which- we are 
^^^^^lled upon to presume. They frequently, too, derive their 
*^^^Tce and efficacy from that vigilance with which the law 
&t3ards ancient possessions; which, sooner than that they 
^l^oald be disturbed, presumes that they had in contract a 
Rightful commencement." 

In Jackson e. d. Gansevoort et oZ. v. Lunn, 3 Johns. Gases 
^tW, the Court, although a grant by letters patent was proved 
V) A. in 1735, drew the presumption of a grant from the origi- 
nal patentee to B., under whom and whose heirs acts of sub- 
^qnent possession were proved, commencing in the year 
1S36| which was one year subsequent to the date of the let- 
ters patent. Radcliff, J., said (p. 113) : *^ It is no doubt true 
that « plaintiff in ejectment must prevail by the etrength of 
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hifl own title, and if a legal title be shown to exist in anotix ^''; 
he must be defeated of his recovery. But such an outstar:^^' 
ing title must be a continuing or subsisting title. It is xm ^^ 
sufficient to show that, at any distance of time, it was vest^ 
in another. If that were sufficient, it would be in the pow^^^ 
of a defendant in ejectment, on most occasions, to hunt up tL^ ® 
original grant or patent, comprehending the premises in cor"^" 
troversy, and oblige a plaintiff to deduce a chain of pape ^ 
title from thence. ♦ * The possession may be shown hy^ 
acts of ownership applicable to the nature of the property.' 
Kent, J., said (p. 117): " Patents and grants are, in a variet 
of cases, to be presumed, even within the time of legal 
memory, for the sake of quieting an ancient possession.'' 

In Jackson e. d. Oansevoort et al. v. Parker j 3 Johns. Cases, 
124-2, it was held that where the legal possession of lands 
was in the heirs of A. under a claim of title, and a descent in 
1752, and B., afterwards, entered on the lands, and made im- 
provement, and his possession was continued for 37 years; 
but it did not appear that he entered under claim or color of 
title, or hostile to the heirs of A., whose title was not disputed 
until after 1783, the legal intendment was that B. entered 
under the title of the heirs of A., and that the Statute of Limi- 
tations could not begin to run till after the possession of the 
defendant was held adversely to the heirs of A. It was held 
also in that case that an entry adverse to the lawful possessor 
is not to be presumed, but might be proved. The Court said 
'' the possession of the premises at the time of the entry of B. 
being in the heirs of A., under claim of title sanctioned by a 
descent cast, and his entry not being under any claim or color 
of title, nor appearing to be hostile, the intendment of law 
wiU be that he entered under, and in obedience to the right 
of the heirs.' ' 

Now to apply these principles to the case before us. There 
appears nothing in it to preclude, but sufficient, on the con- 
trary, to tvc^rraiit, a presumption that the name of Jacques 
Boutilier was included iii the grant of 1765, — or if not, cer- 
tainly in some other graiit. It appears from the recital to the 
grant of 1784 that the former grant actually passed the Great 
Seal, and that it included other names and other interests than 
the nttnies aild interedtd of those Who applied for and procured 
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"tbe grant of confirmation. The language of the recital in this 
Respect is : "And whereas many (not all) of the said inhabi- 
^nts (to whom it is before recited the grant of 1765 passed) 
^o now pray that the lands so laid out and assigned to them 
(^vhich words show and recognize a previous allotment to aU 
the inhabitants) may be granted to them (that is, to the peti- 
tioners) in due form, and the possession thereof confirmed to 
them." It may be that those who did not concur in the peti- 
tion were content to rely on the title they then had, namely, a 
title derived from the original grant, which certainly existed, 
and does not appear to have been avoided, and also in connec- 
tion therewith .on the preceding *^ laying out and locating " to 
them — an act which the recital shews to have been done. 
Unless, indeed, those of aU the inhabitants who did not apply 
for and obtain the grant of 1784, had either the grant of 1765 
to fall back upon, or some subsequent grant or grants, then 
they, representing 108,594 acres out of the 180,000 acres of 
'which the whole tract described in the grant of 1784 consisted, 
had no title at all. That is scarcely conceivable. When the 
grant of 1784 passed, lot No. 15 of the 300 acre farm lots had 
been " located and laid out " to Jacques Boutilier in 1767, as 
appears by the allotment book. The recital to the later grant 
shows it had been allotted to him as one of the inhabitants, 
^Tid that the older grant had actually passed to them generally 
^o establish their locations. 

We have then but to proceed one step further, and pre- 
siame, or rather infer, that the name of Jacques Boutilier was 
iti the older grant, or in some other grant which is not now 
forthcoming. The grant of 1765 having actually passed the 
Oreat Seal, the title and constructive possession thereby passed 
to all the parties therein named, and we know from the recital 
"to the more recent grant that they were the old inhabitants, 
of whom we know by evidence aliunde Jacques Boutilier was 
One. The recital informs us that from various causes the old 
grant was not accepted nor taken out of the Secretary's office, 
*' but it had passed the Seal of the Province, and we have no 
Evidence that oR of the numerous grantees named in it con- 
curred in a determination not to accept it, nor to take it out 
of the office. In the absence of such evidence, it would 
seem scarcely possible to presume such a concurrent deter- 
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mination that wonld necessarily affect the rights of so mar:^^ 
of those who possiblv did not desire to reject the grant. (^^" 
common law principles it would be difficult to conclude tb^^^ 
a mere verbal renunciation of their rights, even by all th^ ^^ 
grantees, without a formal disclaimer under seal could proven* 
the operation of the patent. 

Let us consider, then, what grounds we have for.presumini 
that old Jacques Boutilier was one of the patentees under the- 
grant of 1765, or some other grant. The evidence is cer- 
tainly very strong. It is proved that he lived in Lunenburg 
for a number of years ; that in the early part of this century 
he removed to Cape Breton, and about the year 1811; that^ 
sixty or sixty-two years before the trial, the card and the 
accompanying paper, both indicative of the lot in question 
having been allotted to him, were seen by the witness, Henry 
J. Boutilier, to have been handed to Jacques by Rudolf, the 
then custodian of the county records, the initials of whoser 
name are subscribed to the paper ; that these indicia of title 
have been in the possession, consecutively, of all those per^ 
sons to whom and through whom title purports to have been 
transmitted to Boutilier and Brookman, the praintiffs on the 
record, who have themselves produced them as evidence in- 
the cause. If we go back to the original of these documents 
we find the name of Jacques Boutilier in the ancient allotment 
book, and on the accompanying plan, as the designated pro^ 
prietor of the lot in question. We find that the lot was 
surveyed when old Jacques originally drew it. We find hiro 
in the exercise of assumed dominion conveying,- and with the 

< conveyance transmitting the card and paper to John George 
Boutilier, upwards of forty years befbre the trial. The de- 
fendants' possession began fourteen or fi'fteen years ago. It 
was never adverse to the title of the Boutiliers if Aaron- 
Knock entered under Morris as the agent of the Boutiliers, of 
which there can be no doubt, provided an inference can be 
feirly drawn, as we think it may, from the evidence that Morris- 
was acting for that family ; but even if the possession were- 
adverse in its inception, Jacques and those claiming under hiro,. 
if they had title, as we think they had, by grant from the Grown^ 
had constructive possession from the ancient date of the grant, 

: and a possession, therefore, against which, of course, Bjiock'b 
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2)08se8sion for fifteon years, if adverse, could not prevail. It 
must be borne in mind, however, that twenty years before 
the trial, and five years, therefore, before the commencement 
of Ejiock's possession, Rhino had, under Henry Boutilier then 
claiming title and offering to sell, and by his permission entered 
and cut some trees on the land in question, which is proved 
always to have been called " the Boutilier lot." 

In short, when we see an allotment of lands in the county of 
Lunenburg to the owners of 300 acre lots made and solemnly 
registered as far back as 1767, and marked on a plan, showing 
the name of old Jacques Boutilier as one of those owners, and 
memorials of that ownership in perfect accordance with that 
register and plan delivered by the then keeper of the allotment 
book to him, and those found in his possession in Nova Scotia 
proper and in Gape Breton for years, and transmitted by him to 
the successive owners, or pretended owners, of the lot under 
titles purporting to be derived from him — it seems scarcely 
possible, even if these facts alone marked the case, to resist an 
inference that the allotment of the 300 acre farm lots was 
made under a then existing and producible patent from the 
Crown. 

My learned brothers entirely concur in the conclusion that 
I have expressed. They are not, however, quite so clear as I 
am on the point of a deduction of title from the particular grant 
of 1765. 

There remains one other point to be disposed of. It was 
insisted by the defendants' counsel that the plaintiffs on the 
record, by producing the deed from Brookman to Rodenheiser, 
had shown title out of themselves. This is true in a strict 
sense ; but we cannot close our eyes to the fact that the deed 
last mentioned was deliberately put in evidence by the plain- 
tiffs' counsel, and under an impression that its legal validity 
would be prevented by the assumed fa^ of a disseisin by Aaron 
Knock. That such a disseisin had existence by no means 
certainly appeared; and, at all events, the jury did not pass 
upon it. It being quite apparent, then, that it was in view of 
this assumed conveyance alone that Rodenheiser was not 
made one of the plaintiffs, we have concluded that we shall 
best promote the ends of justice by authorizing, as we do, an 
amendment by placing his name on the record, and giving 
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judgment for him in whom the title indisputably is. T*!^^^ 
plaintiffs must have the general costs, but not the costs of tbm=^^ 
trial ; and they must pay the costs of the argument. 



Byie accordingly. 



Attorney for plaintiffs, Creighion, Q. (7. 
Attorney for defendants, D. Owen. 



MILLS v. SMITH. 

December 16, 1865. 



The purchase and acquisition of real estate in this Province bj a ptirty who- 
has never resided or done business therein, either by himself or agents, is not 
sufficient to bring him within the jurisdiction of the Court as an absent or ab> 
scouding debtor. 

Cochran v. Duncan, 2 Thomson's Rep. 80 affirmed. 

The Solicitor General had obtained a rule wm, which he 
now (December 6) moved to make absolute, to set aside the 
writ of attachment in this cause, and all proceedings thereon^ 
on the grounds of irregularity and want of jurisdiction. 

The rule nisi was granted on reading the aflSdavits of the 
defendant and of George S. Milledge, and the papers annexed^ 
being copies of the aflBdavit of E. C. Cowling, on which the 
writ was issued, and of the writ of summons and writ of 
attachment. The defendant's aflSdavit is dated 14th January,. 
1865, and he states therein that he is now, and has been for 
six years past, resident in London, G. B., and that he has 
never been a resident in Nova Scotia, or in any way en- 
gaged in business in that Province. He further states that 
the plaintiff resides and does business in Bangor, Maine, 
United States of America, and has no place of residence or 
business in Nova Scotia ; that the cause of action, if any, for 
which the suit was brought arose in London, and not in Nova 
Scotia, and that the plaintiff has no cause of action against 
him which arose in Nova Scotia. Milledge's affidavit simply 
verifies the papers annexed thereto. Cowling swears that 
the defendant i& justly and truly indebted to the plaintiff iai 
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$36,000 for land and premises sold and conveyed by the plain- 
tiff to the defendant, and that the defendant is an absent or 
absconding debtor. The writs of summons and attachment 
are in the asual form, and the defendant is described therein 
as '' late of Clements, in the county of Annapolis, gentleman.^' 
Counter affidavits were made by E. C. Cowling, the plaintiff, 
G. P. Ditmars, and P. Mills. Plaintiff swears that, on or about 
the 15th August, 1864, he entered into negociations for the 
sale of a certain property called the Clements Iron Works, situ- 
ate at Clementsport, in the county of Annapolis, and province 
^f Nova Scotia, with one E. G. Roberts, as the accredited 
^g®i>t of the defendant; that the negociations resulted in the 
sale of the property to the defendant for £2000 sterling, pay- 
aWe at sixty and ninety days. Plaintiff also states that he 
carried on the manufacture of iron at the said works, and did 
""sifiess there by his agents, for about two years previous 
to tlie sale to defendant, and was himself frequently at Cle- 
"^^ntspbrt in relation to said business. He also says that, 
"^i*ing the time said works were in operation, E. G. Roberts, 
^^ tlie agent of the defendant, visited the works for the pur- 
P^^e of reporting thereupon with a view to the purchase 
tnoreof for and on account of the said defendant. He fur- 
**^^l' says that during the time of the negociation for the 
**^1q of the property, and previous to the sale, he was en- 
^^ged in business at Clementsport; that the negociation 
^^s entered into and consummated at Clementsport, and that 
^o deeds conveying the said property to the defendant were, 
^y the request of the said E. G. Roberts, forwarded by him 
\ plaintiff) to G. P. Ditmars of Clementsport, for the purpose of 
^^ing recorded in the registry of deeds for Annapolis county, 
^liich he (plaintiff) believes was done. He also says that the 
^naount sought to be recovered in the suit is the consideration 
^oney for the sale of the said property, no part of which has 
^een paid, or security given therefor. Annexed to plaintiff's 
Affidavit are the following letters : Letter from defendant to 
tj. G. Roberts, dated, London, 28th July, 1864 ; letter from E. 
O. Roberts to plaintiff, dated. New York, 12th August, 1864; 
letter from plaintiff to E. G. Roberts, dated, Bangor, Maine, 
l6th August, 1864. In the first of these letters plaintiff says : 
** You are hereby autliorized to negociate the purchase from 
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your friend William H. Mills, of Bangor, Maine, of the Gle- 
mentsport property, for X2000 sterling, to be paid in bills of 
exchange, to be drawn by William H. Mills at sixty and ninety 
days after sight.'' Roberts' letter enclosed this letter from de- 
fendant. The plaintiff, in his letter, says : '' I accept the offer of 
Mr. Frederick Smith, of London, through you, for my property 
in Nova Scotia." Ditmars swears that he has for some time past 
acted as an agent and correspondent, at Glementsport, of the 
plaintiff. He also states that while the iron works were in ope- 
ration by the plaintiff, he (Ditmars) was introduced to Roberts 
by the managers of the works. Ditmars also corroboi*ates the 
affidavit of plaintiff as to plaintiff having done business at 
Glementsport, being the owner of the iron works there, etc 
He also states that he had the deeds referred to by plaintiff re- 
corded, and returned to him. F. Mills states that for about two 
years he lived at Glementsport, and acted as plaintiff's clerk y 
that he is *^ well acquainted with Mr. E. O. Roberts, the person, 
who acted as agent for Mr. Frederick Smith of London (de- 
fendant), and that he first made acquaintance with the s&idj 
Roberts at Glementsport while he was there examining the* 
property in reference to negociating the purchase of the same,, 
and that the said Roberts did finally effect the purchase of thei 
property for Frederick Smith, of London, England, as his agent 
duly accredited." F. Mills also corroborates plaintiff's affidavit: 
as to the sale of the property to the defendant, plaintiff's pro- 
prietorship of the works, and his having personally transacted! 
business at Glementsport as proprietor of the said works.. 
Gowling*s affidavit contained nothing material that was not 
stated in the other affidavits. 

An additional affidavit from defendant, dated, 5th July, 1865, 
was also produced and read at the argument. 

In this affidavit defendant states that, as he understood, 
Roberts came to London, in 1863, at the plaintiff's expense, and 
that he was, in every respect, as to the Glementsport Iron 
Works, the agent of the plaintiff, and not his (defendant's) 
agent; that Roberts visited Nova Scotia in 1863 in the inte- 
rest of the plaintiff, and to enable him (Roberts) to sell the 
property for the plaintiff. Defendant further states that 
Roberts returned to London in October, 1863, and from that 
time until the 28th July, 1864^ was endeavouring, as the agent 



MICHAELMAS TERM, 1865. 89 

of the plaintiff, to sell the property , — at which last date, he 
(Roberts), then the agent of the plaintiff, and not his (defend- 
ant's) agent, suggested to defendant to purchase the property, 
'which was the first negociation he (defendant) had for the 
purchase of the said property, considering him (Roberts) to be 
plaintiff's agent, and treating with him accordingly. Defend- 
ant also states that his letter to Roberts, of the 28th July, 1864, 
TvaB signed by him in London, and that the body of it was not 
in his (defendant's) hand-writing, nor was it prepared by him. 
He also says that the contract of purchase made by him in Lon- 
don was accepted by the plaintiff in Maine, in the United 
States of America; that the drafts for the purchase were 
drawn at Bangor on him in London, and accepted by him (de- 
fendant) there, and made payable in London. He further 
affirms that he did not see or know of the letter of Roberts 
to the plaintiff of 12th August, 1864, and of the reply of plain- 
tiff thereto of 16th August, 1864, until he received a copy of 
the affidavit of E. C. Cowling, to which copies of such letter 
'W'ere annexed. He also positively states that Roberts was 
not his known or accepted agent, but the agent of the plaintiff. 



SoUoitor Oenerdlj in support of rule. The affidavit of E. C. 

Cowling, on which the writ issued, is headed in the cause, 

^^hich is a fatal defect. Rev, Statutes, second series, chap. 

1*1; Prov. Act of 1864, ch. 12; 2 Dowl N. S. 410. In all 

^^869 against absent or absconding debtors the proceedings 

^^tist always have been founded on an affidavit. The sum 

^"^orn to by Cowling is too large, by plaintiff's own showing. 

P^o place is named in the jurat of Cowling*s affidavit, which 

*^, therefore, fatally defective. 7 Price, 662 ; S M. dt S. 494 ; 

^ -K (6 M. 378; 8 Dowl. 234; 1 D. & L. 698. 1 B. & P. 

^05, is a case contr^. The second Christian name of the plain- 

^i:ff should have been given in full in the heading of the affi- 

^^vit. " William H." is not sufficient. 7 T. 5. 661 ; 4 5. dk 

^^^U. 536 ; 3 Bing. 295 ; 4 Dowl. 577. No writ of attachment 

^ould regularly have issued in this case, for want of jurisdiction, 

P^cause one of the parties resides in England, and the other 

^ti the United States, and the debt was not contracted within 

"^^te Province, though it may be said that the subject matter of 
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the contract is here. Cochran v. Duncarij 2 Thomson's Re 
80 ; Cood V. Coodj 3 New Reports, 275 (1863). 



EotoUy contri. (Reads affidavits of Edward C. Cowling, «^: 
plaintiflP, of G, P. Ditmars, and of F, Mills, above referred to. 
In the affidavit of defendant his abode is not sufficientlj 
stated. It is merely given as " No. 7, Mincing Lane," without 
stating of London or of any other place. In the originaJ, 
" agent " is struck out, and " merchant " inserted, which k 
not noted by the Judge. 5 C. B, 511. The Judge has not 
indicated his office in his signature to the jurat, as is requi- 
site. Rev. Stat. chap. 135, see's. 21, 30. The seal is insuffi- 
cient. The jurat to this affidavit is also defective in not 
stating i\\Q place where sworn. It merely says, "Sworn at the 
Judge's Chambers, Rolls Gardens, Chancery Lane, this," <fec. 
The heading of Cowling's affidavit is sufficient. 1 Ch, Arch. 
Q.B. Prac. (10th ed.), 704; Hargreaves v. Hayes, 5 Ellis A 
Bl. 272. Using the initial " H " for the second Christian name 
of the plaintiff in the heading of his affidavit is sufficient. 
2 B. d P. 466. The jurat of Cowling's affidavit is sufficient 
— it was not necessary to mention therein the place where 
sworn. \M.& 8. 302 ; 1 C. B. N. 8. 321 ; 1 Ad. dt El 190. 

Weatherbe follows on the same side. The debt is sworn to 
in Cowling's affidavit, in the form given in the Statute. The 
belief of the agent would not be enough. The grounds stated 
in the rule nisi to set aside this attachment are irregularity 
and want of jurisdiction. Even if a larger sum is sworn to 
than is actually due, it is not an irregularity. Cochran v* 
Duncan shows that the amount of the debt cannot be inquired 
into on this application. The Act of 1864 refers to forms not 
in existence. The jurat to Cowling's affidavit is sufficient. 
9 East J 407. Rev. Stat. ch. 141, see's. 8 <fe 9, apply to 
a defendant, — or, at all events, he must come in under 
sec. 13 or sec. 21. As to jurisdiction, the subject ©»*• 
ter of the suit being in the Province is enough. The cte- 
fendant did business here by his agent, and made the ba^ 
gain in this country. He registered the deed by his agent; 
it was delivered constructively in this Province. The po- 
perty was habitable, and that brings_the case within the juri^ 
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n of this Court. The plaintiff has an equitable lien on 
roperty. Williams on Real Property^ 392 ; 2V.& B. 306. 



idtor Generaly in reply. (Produces the affidavit of defend- 

ated, 5th July, 1865 (above referred to), which he con- 

18 admissible now, as being in reply to new matter in the 

riis on behalf of the plaintiff. The Court, after hearing 

xrbe contri, receive this affidavit.) Interlineations do 

astroy an affidavit. It is only when they are in an im- 

it part of the affidavit that they affect it. 2 ChiUy^s 

19. In an affidavit from the defendant himself no addi- 

I required. **The defendant herein" would be sufficient. 

ts, from all the letters, was clearly the agent of the 

iff. 

Cur. adv. vuli. 

JNG, C. J., now (Dec'r. 16) deHvered the judgment of the 

I of the main objections taken in this case was that the 
on, in the jurat of the affidavit on which the writ of 
ment was granted, of the name of the place wherein it 
worn was fatal to it. I have examined all the cases 
ig on this point, which is one of very great importance, 
lold says that the place and county where an affidavit 
rn, if sworn before a commissioner, or abroad, must be 

in the jurat. 2 Chit. Arch. Q. B. Prac. (10th. ed.), 1550. 

case ml M. (& S. 302 was that of an affidavit sworn 
I the Chief Justice of the King's Bench in Ireland, and 
li no place was mentioned in the jurat of the affidavit of 
it was held sufficient foundation for arresting the defend- 
ider a Judge's order on mesne process. In the King v. 
law J 2 N. & M. 378, the place where sworn was omitted 

jurat of an affidavit sworn before a commissioner for 
; affidavits in the King's Bench, and the affidavit was held 
Denman, C. J., said: "The commission for taking affida- 
1 the King's Bench is confined to particular counties. 
3 not, therefore, appear that the oath was administered 
ompetent person." The affidavit was not allowed to be 
rn, as it was a criminal information. In Cass v. Cass, 1 
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D. & L. 698^ the affidavit was sworn before a commissioner of 
the King's Bench, but the place was not mentioned in the 
jurat. The affidavit was held bad, but leave was given to 
amend on paying the costs of the enlargement of the rale. 
In the case in 7 Ad. <k EUiSj 190. the place was mentioned in 
the jurat, but not the county, and the point as to the suffi- 
ciency of the jurat was left undecided. In re (JkandleT^ 1 G. 
B. N. S. 321, the affidavit objected to was the verification only 
of the acknowledgment of a married woman. The place where 
it was sworn was omitted in the jurat. There was a notarial 
certificate stating the place where it was sworn, which was in 
Ohio, and affirming that it was sworn there, and that the 
magistrate who had signed the jurat was a justice of the 
peace, and duly qualified to administer oaths. An application 
was made for a direction to the proper officer to receive and 
file the affidavit, and Cresswell, J., refused the order, but the 
Court thought it might be granted. In the case in 9 EaA^ 
437, which was an indictment for perjury, the question was, 
whether the jurat of the affidavit containing the false oath 
stating that it was sworn in London, and there being an aver- 
ment that it was sworn in Middlesex, the jurat should be held 
conclusive as to tho place of swearing. It was held that the 
jurat was not conclusive on that point. 

From these cases it would seem that the naming of the 
place in the jurat is essential where an affidavit is sworn 
before a commissioner. But the accepting of that rule, and 
of some of the other rules touching such affidavits in 2 Ch^» 
Arch. Q. B. Prac. (10th ed.) 1551, in all their strictness, might 
hamper us in future cases, and lead to great injustice. As it 
is not necessary for the determination of this case, we prefer, 
therefore, to leave these as open questions, and to put onr 
decision on the main point of jurisdiction. 

Since 1841, the practice in absent or absconding debtor 
cases has been regulated mainly by the case of Cochran ^' 
Duncan, 2 Thomson's Rep. 80. This case recognizes the doo 
trine of constructive as well as actual presence, and persons 
transacting business through their agents within the Province 
are held to be within the Act. The debt also must arise ont 
of a contract made in this Province ; in other words, the de« 
mand must originate out of a transaction in this country* 
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3nt whether the fact of a contract made and to be fulfilled 
lere, without any actual or constructive presence of the de- 
endant, gives jurisdiction^ and justifies the attachment of his 
eal or personal estate, and the summoning of his debtors^ is a 
oint which I do not look upon as settled, and on which it is 
onecessary at the present moment to pronounce an opinion. 
In this case, the contract for the sale of the lands was made 
i writing, by letters of the defendant in London and oi the 
aintiff in Bangor. The plaintiff has been here, and he has 
)en doing business, through his agents, at the mines sold to 
le defendant at Glementsport. His right to maintain the 
;tion, therefore, is clear. But the defendant has never been 
3re, nor has he ever done business here through any agent, 
oberts seems to have been rather the agent of Mills than of 
mfth, and Ditmars acted at the instance of Mills, and com- 
lunicated with him alone. To give jurisdiction, therefore, 
^e must hold that the purchase or acquisition of real estate in 
bis country brings the party, for all purposes, within our Act, 
rhich, we think, would be too dangerous a stretch of authority. 

Johnston, E. J. I desired, if possible, to sustain the juris- 
diction of the Court in this case, but I found it impossible to 
80 without holding that the possession alone of laud by the 
efendant would give jurisdiction, and that position could 
ever be maintained. 

WiLKiNS, J. I wish to be understood as not throwing any 

oubt on Cochran v. Duncan. The defendant should either 

e domiciled within the Province, or the debt contracted here, 

> give jurisdiction against him as an absent or absconding 

^btor. I think it necessary stare decisis. 

Rule absolute. 
Attorney for plaintiff, Cowling, 



BE QUEEN V. HENRY DOWSEY, JOHN C. DOUGLAS, 

AND WILLIAM LAMBRUERT. 

January 3, 1866. 

H. D.y J. C. D. and L. were tried for murder. H. D. and J. C. D. were 
^d guUt^y and L. acquitted 
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The tollowing caFo was reaerred as to J. C. D., under Rev. Statutes, ch. 171, 
•ec's. 99 & 100 :— 

" Admitting the evidence to have been legally before the Court, and to be 
worthy of credit, as the jury have considered it, is there any legal evidence in 
this case under wliieh the conviction of the said J. C. D. is sustainable in point 
of law.*' * 

J. C. D. was mate, H. D. cook (colored), and L. a seaman of the Tea- 
sel on boar() which the murder was committed. The murder was committed at 
sea, and the murdered man was captain ot the vessel. There was no evidence 
that J. C. D. personally committed tlie murder, and no direct or positire evi- 
dence tliat he counselled or advised it. The evidence against him was wholly 
circumstantial, and was, in brief, as follows. At 4 o*clock on the morning of the 
murder he was enquiring for H. D., and went forward where H. D. was oleeping. 
The captain, while lying in his berth in his cabin, between 4 a. m. and 5 a.m., 
was struck in the face by H. D. with an iron be laying-pin. The blows were 
repeated several times, and U. D. then *' g^t on the captain and held him down." 
L. (who had previously been on deck, but had gone below, being sent for by 
H. D.) came on deck wringing his hands and saying, ** The cook has killed the 
captain." J. C. 1). immediately after this came up from the forward cabin. S. (a 
boy on board tlie vessel, and the principal witness for the prosecution,) then 
asked J. C. D. what was the nuitter, to which he replied that he did not 
know. J. C. D- tlien went forward, lit his pipe, laid down on H. D's. chest 
smoked a few minutes, and then, with tears running down his face, told S. to 
**go to the cabin and help Harry" (H. D.) S. refused to go, and J. CD. 
then gave the same order to L., and M. (one of the crew), who also loth 
refused to go. J. C. D. then repeated the order to L., who then went. H. D. 
and L. then brought the captain up and threw him overboard. The captun 
was not dead wlieii brought up, but there was no proof that J. C. D. could see 
that he was still alive. The captain groaned loudly after being thrown over, 
and lifted hU hands up. J. C. D. was at this time crying. He then told H. to 
throw the captain's bed-clothes and mattrass overboard, directing him and L- to 
put iron in tlie latter to make it sink. H. D's. hands and sleeves, and the bosom 
of his shirt, were bloody, and J. C. D. advised him to wash the blood off. H. 
D. then brouglit up the captain's small trunk containing the ship's papers, and 
handed some of tliem to J. C. D., who then said : " We cannot do what we in- 
tended to do." (S., on cross-examination, said: " I do not think he said *«* 
yea intended; ' he might have said so.") S. then asked him what he intended 
to do, when lie said *'■ that he intended to go to the West Indies and sell ^ 
cargo of coal ; then he intended to go to Mexico and sell the vessel ; but they 
could not do what they intended." J. C. D. then directed S. to bum the captain^ 
private letters. He then said that the best thing they could do was to steer to 
land and sink the vessel. The vessel's course was then directed to the land by 
J. C. D's. orders, and when near the land he directed a hole to be bored in the 
Teasel, near the water-line, and her name to be painted out. The whole cre^ 
then left the vessel and went on shore. J. C. D. stated to persons whom they 
met, and also wlien examined before a magistrate near the place where tb^y 

* It would appeal' that the Court still retains the power to reserve a ease in tb» 
manner. See Statutes of Canada, 32 & 38 Vict., eh. 29, seo's. 42 & 80.-^Rep. 
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landed, that they had left the vessel because she was leaky, and that they had 
lost the captain overboard. He denied any knowledge of the vessel having a 
bole in her side, or her name being painted out. He also told M. that they 
most not say that the captain was killed. It appeared from the cross-exami- 
nation of some of the witnesses for the Crown that subsequently, and before 
his second arrest, J. C D. had confessed that the captain had been murdered 
byH. D., and that he was the first who made this confession. This confession 
was in writing, but it was not given in evidence, and was not allowed to be 
referred to at the argument. It appeared that J. C. 1). and H. D. had 
sailed together before — the former as mate and the latter as boatswain of 
I colored crew. The captain's clothes were divided among the crew, in 
iie presence of J. C. D., but J. C. D. took no part of them. S. said, 
m cross-examination, that J. C. D. seemed to be afraid of H. D. ; that 
le (S.) was afraid of him too ; that H. D. followed them up all the time on 
ihore, and when they were in bed, and said that if either J. C. D. or S. 
}eached he would swear them down. S. said that J. C. D. was kind and hu- 
nane : seemed to be religious — would not allow swearing. He appeared to 
nave opposed the burning of the ship's papers. His eabin was opposite the 
captain's, and within a few feet of it. 

fieW, by Young, C. J., Johnston, E. J., Dodd and DesBarres, J J, — Wil- 
Idns, J., dissenting,— that there was evidence proper to be left lo the jury, (it 
"ras left to them with confessedly proper instructions) and the jury having 
passed upon it, as they had the constitutional right to do, the Court had not 
'iie power to set the verdict aside, and the conviction was, therefore, sustain- 
able in point of law. 

By Johnston, E. J., — that the verdict of the jury was a mistaken one, but 
'lat the Court had not the power to set it aside. 

By Wilkins, J., — that as the evidence did not exclude every other hypothesis 
^t that of guilt, there was no legal evidence to sustain the conviction, and 
tat the Court had the power and the right to quash it. 

Murder. The three prisoners were indicted and tried for 
le murder of Colin C. Benson, when Dowsey and Douglas 
ere found guilty, and Lambruert acquitted. 

The following question was reserved with regard to Doug- 
8, under Revised Statutes, ch. 171, see's. 99 & 100 : — " Ad- 
itting the evidence to have been legally before the Court, 
id to be worthy of credit as the jury have considered it, is 
lere any legal evidence in this case nnder which the convic- 
on of the said John C. Douglas is sustainable in point of law." 

At the trial, before Young, C. J., at Halifax, in November, 
^65, it appeared that one Colin C. Benson, the captain of the 
dgantine Zero, had been murdered on board the vessel at sea. 
here was no evidence that Douglas had personally com- 
utted the murder, and no direct or positive evidence that 
16 had counselled or advised it. The evidence against 
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him was wholly circumstantial, and may be briefly stat^ 
as follows. The ronrder was committed between 4 o'clo^ 
and 5 o'clock in the morning, the fatal blows beicn 
struck by Dowsey. At 4 o'clock that morning DoogL ^ 
was inquiring for Dowsey, and went forward where Dows^ 
was sleeping. Douglas was mate, Dowsey cook, and La.Ti 
bruert a seaman of the vessel. The captain, while lying in 
his berth in his cabin, between 4 o'clock and 5 o'clock, having 
left the deck about 4 o'clock, was repeatedly struck on the 
right side of the face by Dowsey with an iron belaying-pin. 
Dowsey then got on him and held him down. Lambruert 
(who had previously been on deck and had gone below at the 
request of Dowsey, who had sent a message to him to that 
effect by Stock well, a boy, also one of the crew,) came on 
deck wringing his hands and saying, '* the cook has killed the 
captain." Douglas almost immediately after this came up from 
the forward cabin. Stockwell then asked him what was the mat- 
ter, when he replied that he did not know. Douglas then went 
forward, lit his pipe, sat and then laid down on Dowsey's chest, 
smoked a few minutes, and then, with tears running down bis 
face, told Stockwell to " go and help Harry." (It appeared 
that Dowsey was called Harry in the vessel.) Stockwell said 
that he replied, ** You may tell me to jump overboard, and I 
will do it, but I won't go there." Douglas then told Lambruert 
to go to the cabin and help the cook, but he also refused to 
go. Douglas then gave a similar order to Marlberry, another 
seaman belonging to the vessel, and a witness for the Crown. 
Marlberry also refused, and Douglas then repeated the order 
to Lambruert, who then went, Douglas and Marlberry remain- 
ing in the forecastle. Dowsey and Lambruert shortly afte^ 
wards came on deck carrying the captain between them, lyin£ 
on the blankets '' with his face stove in, and all bloody," and his 
clothes on, and threw him overboard. The captain made a 
noise, like talking or groaning, just before being thrown over. 
There was no proof that Douglas observed that thb captaio 
was still alive when brought up. Stockwell, who was the 
principal witness for the prosecution, stated that he heard 
loud groans from tho captain after he was thrown over, and 
that he was lifting his hands up. Stockwell also stated that 
afler the captain was thrown overboard, Douglas, Lambmert 
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5Bnd he were cryiDg, Dowsey half laughing and half crying, 
«knd that Douglas advised Dowsey to wash the blood off 
his hands and sleeves, and the bosom of his shirt, which 
T^s bloody. It also appeared that shortly after the cap- 
tain was thrown overboard, and about twenty minutes after 
Lambruert had said that Dowsey had killed the captain, 
Douglas told Lambruert aud Marlberry to throw overboard 
the captain's bed-clothes and mattress, which Dowsey was 
heaving on the main deck, all full of blood. Douglas 
picked up some pieces of old iron, and directed Lambruert 
and Marlberry to put the iron into the mattress to make 
it sink. Dowsey then brought up the captain's small trunk, 
which held the ship's papers, and handed some papers out of 
it to Douglas. According to Stockwell's evidence on his 
direct examination, Douglas, after looking at the papers, said : 
^ We cannot do what we intended to do." Marlberry did not 
testify to Douglas having said this, and Stockwell, in his cross- 
examination, said : ''I do not think that he (Douglas) said ^as 
jon intended ' : he might have said so." Btockwell testified 
that he then asked Douglas what he intended to do, when he 
said '' that he intended to go to the West Indies and sell the 
cargo of coal, and then he intended to go to Mexico and sell 
the vessel, but they could not do what they had intended." 
Douglas then gave Stockwell some private letters to burn. 
He then said that the best they could do was to steer to 
the land and sink the vessel. The crew divided the cap- 
tain's clothes among them, but Douglas got none of them. 
The vessel's course was then, by Douglas' orders, changed, 
and directed to the nearest land, and when near the land, he 
directed a hole to be bored in her side near the water line. 
He also directed the name of the vessel to be painted over. 
The whole crew then left the vessel and went on shore, landing 
on LaHave Island. They had all agreed before leaving to say 
that the captain had been thrown overboard by the jibing of 
the main boom, and that they had left the vessel because she 
was leaking and short-handed. Douglas was' the first that 
told the story. He told some fishermen whom they met at 
LaHave Island that they had left the vessel because she 
was leaky, and they had lost the captain overboard. He 

reiterated the same story before two magistrates at Petite 

7 
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BivierOy and again at Lunonburg (after being arrested) before 
a magistrate and a Queen's counsel, when he was discharged. 
He denied to the fishermen any knowledge of the hole in the 
vessePs side, or of her name being painted over, — said some 
other person must have done it. He told Marlberry that 
they must not tell that the captain was killed, but that he was 
knocked overboard. From the cross-examination of two of 
the Crown witnesses it appeared that subsequently, and be- 
fore his second arrest (which was at Halifax), he had confessed 
that the captain had been murdered by Dowsey, and that he 
was the first who made the confession. This confession was 
in writing (made before a stipendiary magistrate at Halifax), 
but it was not given in evidence, and was not allowed to 
be referred to at the argument. It appeared that Douglas 
and Dowsey had sailed together before, the former as mate 
and the latter as boatswain of a colored crew. The officers 
and crew of the Zero consisted of Gapt. Benson, Douglas, the 
mate, Stockwell, the boy, who said he was in the place of the 
second mate, Lambruert and Marlberry (Germans), sef^men, and 
Dowsey (negro), the cook. Stockwell, on cross-examination, 
said that Douglas seemed afraid of Dowsey almost all the time. 
He also stated that Dowsey followed up both Douglas and 
himself all the time on shore, and when they were in bed, and 
said that if either Douglas or he (Stockwell) peached he would 
swear them down, and that he (Stockwell) was i^raid of him. 
Stockwell further said that the mate was kind and humane, 
seemed to be religious, and would not allow swearing, — that 
he had seen Douglas trembling in the presence of Dowsey 
after the murder, but not before, — and that he did not hear 
Dowsey threaten Douglas. Stockwell also stated that it was 
left to Douglas to decide what should be done with the ship's 
papers — that Dowsey wanted to burn them, but that Douglas 
thought differently. Douglas's cabin, or stateroom, was nearly 
opposite the captain's, with a pantry and passage-way be- 
tween. He left the deck and went below about 4 o'clock on 
the morning of the murder, leaving the captam (who w^t 
below about half an hour afterwards) and Stockwell on deck. 
Stockwell stated that Douglas and Dowsey were often con- 
versing, and Marlberry testified that he saw them together 
tiie afternoon before the murder. 
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No witnesses were called; or evidence put in, by or for the 
defendants. 

The learned Chief Justice told the jury that if they believed 
that Douglas knew what Dowsey was doing in the cabin, — tibiat 
they two had actually formed the design of running away witii 
the ship, and that to accomplish thid object the murder of the 
master was tho first preliminary, — then the fact that Douglas 
did not see the crime committed amounted to nothing, and 
that the law would be a mockery if it did not hold Douglas, 
under such circumstances, equally guilty with the man who 
struck the blow. His lordship also stated to the jury that the 
evidence against Douglas was wholly circumstantial, and he 
read to "them eictracts from the language of Baron Alderson 
ia Bex V. Sodffea, in 'whioh the learned Baron stated that to 
enable the jury (the case being supported entirely by cir- 
cumstantial evidence) to bring in a verdict of guilty, it was 
necessary not only that it should be a rational conviction, but 
that it should be the only rational conviction which the cir- 
cumstances would enable them to draw. His lordship also 
read <an extract from the charge of Lord Meadowbank in 
Sumphrey^a case, where his lordship stated to the jury that 
tibeir duty was to consider what was the reasonable inference 
from the whole circumstances,— whether it was possible to 
explain the circumstances upon grounds consistent with the 
ionocence of the accused, or whether, on the contrary, they 
did not lead to a result directly the reverse. 

The jury, as already stated, found Dowsey and Douglas 
guSty, and acquitted Lambrueft. 

The reserved case ik>w (December 18th) came up for argu- 
ment. 



W\A. Johnston, for the defendant, Douglas. The defendant 
must be proved either to have committed the murder, or coun- 
selled it. Starkie on Evidence, Title, Circumstantial Evidence. 
If there be any reasonable doubt as to the reality of the con- 
nection of the circumstances of evid^ice with the fadvmpiro^ 
bcmdtim^ he should be acquitted. WtBs on CircumstG/nUdl 
Emdenoe, 175, m. p. 153, 5th rule. The facts must be abso- 
lutely irreconcUable with defendant's innocence. Every other 
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hypothesis but that of gnilt must be excluded. Ibidf 17t m, 
p. 149, 4th nile; 1 Oreenleafan Evidenjce, 15. The guilt must 
be as clearly deducible as a mathematical proposition. Proof 
that the defendant has previously borne a good character is 
highly important in a doubtful case. WHIb on OircumstanUal 
Ihkdencej 152, m. p. 131. The want oi design in the defendant 
is evidenced by his want of action. He did nothing^ and re* 
sisted the burning of the ship's papers. He first revealed the 
murder. He took none of the captain's clothing. The cook's 
calling on Lambruert in place of sunmioning defendant is decir 
sive, as it shows clearly that the defendant could not have been 
his accomplice. The physical state of body and state of mind 
of the defendant, as proved, are inconsistent with his guilt, or 
his guilty pre-knowledge. . The murder must be shown to bo 
a part of the original design. [YouNO, C. J. The attention 
of the jury was expressly called to that point in the charge.] 
''Any legal evidence " in the case stated means '' any sufficient 
evidence." 12 Law Times Bqp. N. 8. 608 ; 11 do. 643 ; 10 do. 
360, 681. Defendant might have entered into a conspiracy 
after the murder, though he had no part in the murder. When 
defendant told Lambruert to help the cook, it was to throw 
over the dead body. Defendant's scuttling the vessel shows 
that he never meant to run away with her. The cook threat- 
ened to swear the defendant down if he confessed, and, 
did it. 




Attorney Oeneroi^ contrii. The functions of the Court and 
<of the jury are perfectly distinct The power of a Judge, un- 
der Rev. Stat. chap. 171, sec. 99, is confined to questions of 
-law. The question is, was there such a case as should have 
(been left to the jury ? Have the Court a right to inquire into 
the quantum or amount of evidence ? All the decided cases 
t turned on questions of law. 1 Oreevleqf on Evidence^ sec. 49r 
Absolute mathematical certainty is not essential to justify a 
-^ verdict of guilty. Starkie on JBMence (Shars wood's edition),, 
724. (Cites also, Ibid^ pp. 741, 742, 761, 768). Presumptions 
are for the jury. 6 C. dt P. 147. The guilt of the defendant 
is established to a moral certainty. (Cites Charlotte Win&or'e 
•oase; Starhie on Evidence {Qhanwood^s edition), 760.) There 
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16 a strong presumption against a party who destroys papers. 
WtUa on Oircumatantial JEvideTkcCf 91. The defendant's false 
statements are facts of a strongly criminatory effect. Ibid^ 
76-78. This defendant and the cook had been in the West 
Indies together before. 

SoKcUor Oenerdl follows on the same side. Would any 
Judge in this case have directed the jury to acquit this de- 
fendant ? All the facts are consistent, and none inconsistent 
with guilt The cases in 10, 11 Jk 12 Law IHmea Beports^ 
cited on the other side, turned wholly on questions of law. 
{Cites Slarhie im Ihndenoe {Shanwood^s edition), ch., Duty of 
ihe Jury.) 



W. A. Johnston^ in reply.* 

Our. adv. vuJi. 



The Court being, divided in opinion, now (Jan'y 3, 1866) 
delivered their judgments seriatim. 

YouNO, C. J. Independently of the bearings of this particu- 
lar case, our attention has been called for the first time to the 
extent of our jurisdiction and authority under Rev. Statutes, 
chap. 171, see's. 99 & 100, founded on the English Act 11 Jkl2 
Yict, chap. 78. Previous to that Act, as appears from ArcKbdd 
and BoscoBf a practice had long existed where any objection was 
taken on the part of a defendant, or occurred to the Judge on 
a criminal trial, which the Judge deemed worthy of more 
mature consideration, to take the opinion of the^jury upon the 
facts proved, and to reserve the question for the consideration 
of all the Judges ; and if the Judges, or a majority of them, 
were of opinion that the objection either to the indictment or 
the evidence was well founded, the defendant was recommended 
to the Grown for a pardon. This was the system pursued till 
1848, and it will be instructive to ascertain the practice under 
it, as it is found in the Reports. 

Leaches Orovm Law contains the cases that were reserved 
and determined by the twelve Judges of England between 

* An the oooosel referred at coii8idexa))ie length to the eyidenoe, and oommented 
liigellj tbereon.— Rbp. 
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the years 1730 and 1815. They are almost exclusively oq 
questions of law, and I find only some four or five which turn 
on the sufficiency of evidence. In Oirdwood'a case, 1 Leach^ 
143, the question was whether there was sufiEu)ient evidence 
of the prisoner's having sent a threatening letter, knowing its 
contents; and the Judges thinking that the case had been 
properly left to the jury, the conviction was held legal, and 
the prisoner received sentence of death. In WdMs case, Ibid. 
365, which was for coining, the Judges were of opinion that 
it was a question of &ct, whether the counterfeit moneys were 
of the likeness and similitude of the lawful current coin, and 
the jury having so found, they held that the want of an impres- 
sion was immaterial, and the prisoners were convicted. Henri' 
etta Badbourne^a case. Ibid. 457, is a remarkable one. She was 
indicted for petty treason and murder, combined in one count. 
The crime was committed at the dead of night, when no one 
waa in the house but the prisoner, and her mistress, the de- 
ceased. There was no positive proof of the prisoner's guilty 
but the circumstantial evidence was extremely strong, and 
the jury convicted her of the murder. Certain legal questiona 
were then raised as to the indictment and the reception of 
testimony, but none whatever as to the effect of the evidence^ 
and the prisoner was sentjBuced and executed. It is singular 
that this case is not mentioned in WiUs. In Beevt^a case, 
2 Leach, 815, both the questions that were raised were held 
to be questions for the jury to determine ; and from this enu- 
meration it is obvious that, during the eighty-five years covered 
by these Reports, the only case that at all resembles the pre^ 
sent is that of Radboume, where the decision of the jury was 
accepted as final. 

There is here a break in the authorities to which we have 
access, and I shall refer only to a few of the cases that are 
within our reach at the present moment. 

In the celebrated case of the Queen v. B&rva ef oZ., 1 Denn. 
104, a question was reserved as to the jurisdiction of an English 
court to try an offence committed on board a Brazilian vescrel, 
and having been elaborately argued, the conviction was set 
aside. So also in Oamer^a case, 1 Denn. 329, just before 
the passing of the Act in 1848, the conviction was set aside 
for the improper reception of testimony. In the Queen v. 
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JfUl, 2 Moody's Grown Gases, 30, an objection was taken for an 
alleged misdirection by the Judge, but the charge was upheld. 
1b RarJcin^s case, Russell £ Ryan, 43, and in Ayes' case, in the 
same volume, p. 166, convictions for murder were reduced to the 
crime of manslaughter, as was done in our own court in Ken- 
-nedy^s case, 2 Thomson, 203. Cases on the reception or effect 
of evidence seem to have been rare. They occur, among 
other instances, in 1 Denn. 99, 512, 514; in Denn. & Pearce] 
281 ; and in Btis. dt By. 519. This last case, that of Bex v. 
Burrows^ occurred in 1823, where the defendant was convicted 
of a. rape; but the present law, which in England, as in this 
Province, has superseded such inquiries, having been not then 
enacted, the Judge doubted whether there was sufficient evi- 
dence of the offence having been committed. The prisoner 
had been interrupted and withdrawn, and the Judge left the 
question to the jury, whether the prisoner had completed the 
crime before he withdrew, and withdrew on that account. 
The jury found that he had, and convicted him, upon which 
the Judge reserved the casQ for the consideration of the 
Judges, and respited the sentence. In Michaelmas Term, 
1823, this question was considered by the Judges, who held, 
that the question whether the prisoner had so committed the 
crime, was a question for the jury, and was rightly submitted 
for their consideration. 

I look upon this case as throwing a strong light upon the 
practice previous to the Statute. The Judge who tried the 
cause entertained doubts whether the crime had been proved, 
but the Judges held that it was a question for the jury. The 
Judge having doubts, would, himself, upon the received rule, 
have acquitted the prisoner, but the jury convicted him, and 
tjjie conviction was upheld. In the Qu^en v. MiddledUchj 1 
Denn. 99, seven of the Judges thought the evidence of guilt 
insufficient, and five thought otherwise, the question being, 
whether there was enough to sustain the verdict on the indict- 
ment, which alleged a solicitation to commit a capital offence 
in the express terms of the 7 & 8 Geo. 4, chap. 29. 

Looking to the general scope of these earlier cases, I can 
find no assertion of a right, nor any inclination on the part of 
the Judges to control or interfere with the verdict of a 
jury, where there was conflicting or circumstantial evidence, 
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and the case bad been legally tried and properly and fairly 
submitted to them. The Judges seem to me to have recog- 
nized the well known boundary line between questions of 
fact and questions of law, and to have interposed only where 
the law had not been satisfied or had been misunderstood. 

Inconveniences and evils, however, arose out of the Judges 
not sitting as a Court| and the want of an appeal from inferior 
Courts having criminal jurisdiction, and this state of things, 
as Archbold expresses it, being considered inexpedient and 
anomalous, a remedy was provided by the Act of 1848. '' By 
recent legislation," says Stephens (4 Stephenai* Oomm. 526), 
'' another method is now provided for protecting a prisonerj 
found guilty by verdict, from having judgment or execution 
awarded against him, where, in point of law, it ought not to 
be awarded." The preamble to the Act declares '' that it im 
expedient to provide a better mode, than that now in use, oi 
deciding any difficult question of law which may arise io 
criminal trials." And the subsequent Act, 16 Yic. ch. 30, sec« 
4, recognizes the Court so established as a Criminal Court ol 
Appeal for the decision of questions of law, and, at the close 
of the section, provides for cases where ^' some question oi 
law, of more than usual difficulty and importance, is likely tc 
arise upon the trial." Our own Act adopts almost literally the 
language of the 11 <& 12 Yict., and the same construction must 
obviously be applied to both. The Supreme Court, sitting in 
hanCf is a Court of criminal appeal in every case tried before 
any one of its Judges, but the appeal is limited, as I have 
limited this case, to a question or questions of law, as contra- 
distinguished from any question or questions of fact. There is 
no question here of misdirection or mis-trial, of the impropei 
reception or rejection of evidence, or affecting the constituti6n 
of the jury. Numerous objections of that kind were urged^ 
and, having been fully argued on the criminal side of this Court 
before three of my learned brethren and myself, were over- 
ruled. Neither are we dealing with some new offence, cre- 
ated by statute, as in some of the cases, and where the suffi- 
ciency, or the effect of evidence to bring the offence withia 
the words of the statute, may be justly considered to be a 
question of law. . We are dealing with a conviction for murder, 
resting on circumstantial evidence, and the jury having passed 
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npon it after patient and full inquiry, the question is, whether 
the conviction is sustainable in point of law ? If it be held 
[ that we have a right to inquire into this question as a question 
of law, and further, that in our view, or that of a majority of 
this Court, the conviction is not sustainable, the verdict will 
bo of no avail, and it will be our duty to make an entry on the 
record acquitting and discharging the prisoner. This being 
tlie practical result to which we are invited by this motion, it 
demands the most deliberate and serious inquiry. 

This inquiry is attended with the more diflSculty that we 
have not as full an access as could be wished to the practice 
and decisions of the English Court. Most of the cases we 
have are of recent date, beginning with the year 1861 ; and 
the case of the Queen v. MeUor, which is referred to by Ste- 
phens as an authority on the point, is not to be found here, 
except in a brief note. Three of the modern cases were cited 
At the argument, but several others are to be found in the 
-IfCw Times Beporta {New Series), all of which, of course, I 
have examined, but none of them seem to me to establish the 
right that is now contended for. In several of them the suffi- 
ciency of evidence is inquired into, but chiefly, as I think, if 
^ot altogether, with the view of determining whether some 
Btatntable offence had been committed. In 3 Law Times Bep. 
338, the prisoner was tried for abduction : the question was 
whether any offence had been committed within the Act 9 Geo. 
4, chap. 31, and the Court held that there was evidence which 
justified the conviction. In 4 Law Times Bep. 259, a com- 
, ^ercial traveller was tried for embezzlement, and the question 
"^as whether there was any evidence of his being a servant, as 
charged in the indictment. Pollock, C. B., said " the evidence 
18 ambiguous ; but is not the question one of fact for the jury," 
*nd the conviction was affirmed. In 4 Law Times Bep, 373, 
^<luestion of coining, the Court was of opinion that there was 
enough of evidence to be left to the jury to enable them to say 
whether the mould was knowingly in possession of the pri- 
8oner, and here also the conviction was affirmed. In 7 Law 
^nies Bep. 365, the question whether a liquid given to a 
party which the jury had found to be a noxious thing, was a 
noxious thing in its nature, and therefore within the Stat. 24 
* 25 Vic, chap. 100, and the Court was of opinion it was 
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not, and quashed the conviction. The strongest case I find 
was a case of abduction under the same statute (9 Law Timei 
Rep. 426). There a majority of the Judges were of opinion 
that the facts did not sustain the prosecution, and that in point 
of fact the crime, was not proved. There was no differencei 
among the Judges as to the law, but the evidence did nol 
bring the offence within the terms of the Act. In 9 Laia^ 
Times Bep, 454, the conviction was quashed, because th*^, 
depositions had not been properly taken, and were, therefore 
inadmissible. In the same volume, p. 490, where the defendant, 
were prosecuted for the concealment of treasure trove, Wigt: 
man, J., was not satisfied that there was sufficient evidence 
warrant a conviction against one of the prisoners ; but t 
other Judges thought there was evidence to go to the ju^ 
and the conviction was upheld. So in 7 Lato Times Rep, 7^ 
Wilde, B., thought there was evidence very proper to be I ^ 
to the jury. In the same volume, p. 801, Erie, G. J., held tKu 
there was no evidence which ought to have been left to tie 
jury. And this, I must confess, appears to me from the scope 
of these cases to be the true test. If the Court find that a 
conviction has been had, where there has been no evidence 
that ought to have been submitted to the jury, that conviction 
ought not to be upheld. But where there has been evidence 
legally received, as in this case, and proper to be lefl to them, 
can this Court interfere and set aside the conviction ? The 
cases that were cited at the argument, decided since the year 
1864, do not appear to me to go that length. I will run over 
them shortly. In 10 Law Times Rep, 351, a case for stealing 
and receiving sheep, Mellor and Martin, BB, say, there was 
surely some evidence for the jury, and Pollock, C. B., remarked 
that the Chairman could not have withdrawn the case from 
the jury, or given them a direction that there was no evidence 
of felonious receiving by the prisoner, and the conviction was 
affirmed. In the same book, page 429, which was a conviction 
for obtaining money by false pretences, the question was on 
the sufficiency of the indictment. Pollock, C. B., said it ought 
to have been left to the jury to say, whether the words made 
nse of by the prisoner did really mean that which would make 
it a criminal offence, and that the Judge ought not to take upon 
himself to say they meant that. And because the Becordei 
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id done so the conviction was quashed. In both these cases 
will be seen that the distinctive functions and power of the 
iiy are recognized and insisted on. In 11 Law Times R^. 
i3; which was a conviction of the same kind, one of the quesr 
ions was, whether there was any evidence to go to the jury 
a support of the indictment, and it appears from the language 
f the Court that the words " any evidence " and " suflSicient 
vidence" are employed as equivalent terms. The object 
ras to find out whether they established a false pretence. 
Jpon the facts, says Erie, C. J., I think there was evidence to 
p to the jury that the prisoner was a fraudulent impostor, 
did the conviction was affirmed. The last of these cases, 
hjina V. Smithy 12 Law Times Rep. 608, decided 6th May 
astfis regarded by one at least of my learned brethren as the 
Qoat. important on the other side, but for my part I cannot so 
Bid it. It was a conviction of manslaughter against a master 
)r neglecting to supply, a servant 23 years of age with suffi- 
ient food and lodging. The prisoner's counsel objected that 
»ere was no evidence to go to the jury, and the whole evi- 
3nce was reported by the Judge, with two questions, the 
cond of which was as follows : '* Whether there was evidence 
support the indictment which ought properly to have been 
El to the jury." Upon argument the conviction was quashed. 
ie, 0. J., saw no evidence that the servant was so under her 
stress' control, or unable to withdraw, as to make her mis- 
ses criminally liable for the neglect. Channel, 6., thought 
are was no evidence proper to be left to the jury. Black- 
m, J., said, though there is some scintilla (that is, some 
nt trace or glimmer) of evidence, thai ought not, especially 
a criminal case, to be left to the jury. Mellor and Smith, 
'., agreed that the case could not have been withdrawn 
)m the jury, but that there was very little evidence, if any, 
L the only ground on which tie conviction could be sup- 
nrt^y and which I have already stated in the words of C. J. 
'le. 

Now it is possible that a more ample investigation, than 
QO and opportunity will at present allow, might modify my 
ioion, but these cases, with a full consideration of the whole 
ktter, have impressed me with a strong conviction that if 
»rB is any tiling to be left, to the jury, any legal, or in other 
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words, any sufficient evidence, on which they have to pags, 
and if they have been properly instructed, and have found a 
verdict of guilty, neither the principles of the ConstitntioD, 
nor the sound construction of the Act, will justify this Court 
in annulling or defeating that verdict. 

Were it otherwise, the want of an appeal against the errors 
of juries would no longer be complained of in England : in the 
words of a recent writer of large experience, '* pardons would 
be no longer the only redress of innocence against the wrongs 
done by ignorance," for the law would have already given the 
appeal which it is supposed to have withheld. And if such is 
the law we would do better in this Province to adopt the 
Canadian Act of 1857, enabling any person convicted of a 
crime to apply for a new trial upon any point of law, or qnes- 
tion of fact, in as ample a manner as any person may apply 
there to the Superior Courts for a new trial in a civil action. 
I have some doubts, I must acknowledge, of the wisdom of 
this enactment, but would greatly prefer it to the supervision 
that is now claimed over the verdict of a criminal jury. 

It is urged, however, that there was no evidence of guilt in 
this case — that there was nothing, in fact, which the jury upon 
legal principles had a right to consider, — and that the defend* 
ant is entitled to an unconditional and immediate discbarge. 
Succinctly reviewing this branch of the argument, I muat 
guard myself, first of all, from the charge of misconstruction. 
It is not my province, at this stage of the case, any more than 
at the trial, to advocate or press the conviction of this man, 
and still less the consequences that may flow from it. Should 
his life be spared after the sentence which, as I think, the law 
demands, the responsibility will rest in- the proper quarter, 
and not upon this Court. If, indeed, the evidence had 
amounted, as in Begina v. Bmithf to nothing more than a 
scintilla — a mere shadow, without form or substance — a mere 
suspicion, as in Bex v. I8aac8f Wills on Circumstantial Bvt 
dence, 76 — sustained by no chain of circumstances, and op* 
posed to all the probabilities of the case, I would not have 
hesitated a moment to interfere and to have declared my dis* 
approval of the verdict. But unhappily for the defendant I 
am unable to take that view of it, and think it right, tempe- 
rately but firmly, to vindicate the action of the jury, and io ft 
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fevr short sentences to review the leading features of the trans- 
action, and the legal principles which apply to the testimony. 
Much was said at the argument on the nature of circum- 
ataotial evidence, and copious extracts were read to us from 
Barhie and WiUs. But I know not that they can be better put 
than in the two extracts which I impressed at the trial upon 
the jury, and shall here repeat. In Bex v. Hodges^ Lewin's 
Crown Cases, 227, where an indictment for murder was sup- 
ported entirely by circumstantial evidence, and there was 
no &ct, which, taken alone, amounted to a presumption 
of guilt, but thd result of which I have been unable to 
uoertain, Mr. Baron Alderson said, that, to enable the jury 
to bring in the verdict of guilty, it was necessary, not 
only that it should be a rational conviction, but that it should 
1)0 the only rational conviction, which the circumstances 
would enable them to draw. So in Humphrey's case. Lord 
Headowbank said to the jury: ''Your duty is to consider 
what is the reasonable inference from the whole circumstan- 
ces; in short, whether it is possible to explain the circum- 
stances npon grounds consistent with the innocence of the ac- 
cused, or whether, on the contrary, they do not necessarily lead 
to a result directly the reverse." I will content myself with 
sdding two passages from SharsvooodCs Starkie on Hvidencej 
7S4, 768, and one from Phillips on Evidence^ 441 : '' Evidence 
which satisfies the minds of the jury of the truth of the fact 
in dispute, to the entire exclusion of every reasonable doubt, 
constitutes full proof of the fact ; absolute, mathematical or 
nietaphysical certainty is not essential, and in the course of 
jndicial investigations would be usually unattainable." Again : 
'^It is universally admitted that circumstantial evidence is, in 
its own nature, sufficient to warrant conviction even in crimi- 
nal cases, and the test of sufficiency is the understanding and 
conscience of the jury." '' In the history of the law several 
presumptions, which were at one time deemed conclusive by 
the Courts, have, by the opinions of later Judges, acting upon 
more enlarged principles, become conclusive only in the 
ibsence of proof to the contrary, or have been treated as 
irholly within the discretion of juries." 

In the light of these principles let us inquire into the lead- 
ing fiftcts of this remarkable case as they were in proof. First 
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of all, there was no evidence that the defendant, Douglas, 
committed the murder, or threw over the body. When I say 
there was no evidence, I mean no legal evidence, the declara- 
tions of the cook and of Bill being inadmissible. Next, there 
was no evidence, that is, no direct and positive evidence that 
the defendant counselled or advised the cook to commit ^e 
murder. In the absence, then, of direct proof, his guilt coiild 
be inferred by the jury only from the circumstantial evidence 
surrounding the transaction before and after the murder. 
There were five persons on board besides the captain. There 
is no proof imph'cating the two Gtermans or the boy. The 
fatal blow was struck by the cook, the defendant, who was the 
mate of the vessel, being in his berth, at the distance of only 
a few feet. Up to this point, it is clear, there is no evidence 
to convict him. This horrible murder having been committed 
by the cook, without, as the assertors of the defendant's mwy 
cence must maintain, the complicity or knowledge of the 
defendant, or any concert with or promise of support from 
him, we next find the defendant in the forecastle, at five 
o'clock in the morning, a few minutes after the murder, light- 
ing and smoking his pipe, and telling Bill, who had been ia 
the cabin, and seen the colored cook upon the body of the 
captain, to go and assist Harry. I am not touching the con- 
tradictions, whatever they may be or may be thought to be, 
between the boy and Charles, but am only following the lead- 
ing circumstances, omitting the minutss. Bill does assist 
Harry, and the two bring up the captain, all bloody, and with 
his face stove in. They throw him over the rail. The boy 
saw the wounds on his face. His hands were moving in the 
water ; he was lifting them up, and the boy heard loud groans. 
What was the defendant doing all this while? He had tears 
running down his face, and was paralyzed either by terror or 
by a consciousness of guilt. But he became active. One 
would have thought that the first eTidence of his activity 
would have been to have called on the Germans to assist him, 
and to have knocked down and ironed the ru£G[an who had just 
murdered his master, and whose hands were stained and bis ' 
sleeves soaked with blood. But no. The captain's bed' 
clothes are next brought upon deck, and it is decided ^to 
throw them overboard, and obliterate every trace of the crime. 
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It is a suspicious, and a material circumstance, that about 
an hour before the murder, at four o'clock in the morn- 
ing, the defendant went forward to call the cook; and, 
after the murder, the defendant told Charley to throw the 
bed-clothes overboard, with some pieces of old iron which 
the defendant picked up himself and told the boy to bring. 
Charley stuck the pieces of iron in the mattress, and fastened 
ihem so as it would sink. Bill and he threw it over. The de- 
fendant told them to put the iron in to make it sink. This was 
about twenty minutes after Bill had told Charley the captain 
was killed. The charts and papers are then brought up and 
examined, and several of the captain's letters are burned. 
The boy says, " the defendant looked at the papers and said, we 
cannot do what we intended to do. The vessel has too many 
papers, and, before they could get to the West Indies or to 
Mexico, she would be missed and they would be searching for 
her." The boy then asked the mate what he intended to do. 
He said '' he intended to go to the West Indies and sell the 
cargo of coal, and then he intended to go to Mexico and sell 
the vessel, but they could not do what they had intended." On 
cross-examination the boy stated that the defendant said, '' we 
cannot do as we intended to do." The boy added, " 1 don't 
think he said as you intended ; he might have said so." Char- 
ley says, " the defendant brought up some letters out of the 
cabin and read them on the quarter deck. Then the chart 
was brought up. I brought up the captain's instruments to 
see what place they could go to ; the defendant sent me down 
to the cook for the instruments ; the cook was taking the cap- 
tain's clothes out of his chest. The mate was looking at the 
chart and told Bill to steer S. W. After this the cook brought 
up a little box of papers, which the cook and mate looked at, 
and the mate said they were no good, and they could not go 
to the West Indies, and that the best thing they could do was 
to steer to the land and sink the ship. The mate said, don't 
be frightened ; if anything comes of it, I will take the whole 
of tbe blame." Then the captain's clothes were divided, the 
mate receiving no part of them — the vessel is run into the 
land — attempts are made, under the direction of the mate and 
30ok, Jo scuttle her, which are providentially defeated, — the 
3rew land at LaHave, — in pursuance of an agreement made 
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among all hands, the captain is represented to have falXc 
overboard, — the mate goes before the authorities at Lua^i 
burg, and unites with the cook and boy in telling so plansibA 
a tale that they are cleared. He is afterwards arrested, and 
makes confession, and the two Germans, the cook and boj, 
being secured, the whole of the tragedy, or such part of it m 
we have been permitted to know, is revealed. 

This imperfect sketch omits many particulars, and is by no 
means to be taken as a substitute for the evidence, whicli 
must be carefully studied to obtain an accurate and complete 
view of it. I have assembled together these leading features 
to picture the transaction as it would naturally present itself 
to the minds of a jury. Some of the &cts which bear hardest 
on the mate may be softened or explained away. It may be 
said that the design to run away with the vessel had not been 
formed before the murder ; that his numerous actions, so much 
at variance with his duty as a mate, were the result of abject 
terror, and that the same terror led to his apparent complicity 
and silence when he reached the shore. I am content, for my 
part, that he should have the benefit of all these suggestions; 
for I am not arguing the case in order to demonstrate his 
guilt. I am only showing, as I think, conclusively, that 
there was evidence — I need not say how much or how 
little, that is not my province — ^but there was evidence of 
concert and complicity on the part of the mate, which was 
proper to be left to the jury, and which no Judge, as I think, 
that understood his duty, would have ventured to withdraw 
from them. I am of opinion that a jury drawn from the body 
of the people, and subject to challenge, is a better tribunal for 
the trial of criminal cases than any body of Judges could pos- 
sibly be. The latter is the continental, the former is the Bri- 
tish mode, and I give it a decided preference. Juries, in tho 
language of G. B. Pollock, are inclined to take a broad, gene- 
ral and comprehensive view of the facts, and not relying on 
minute circumstances with respect to which there may be 
some source of error, their minds are generally conducted to 
sound conclusions, and all experience shows that in criminal 
cases they lean most commonly to the side of mercy. I fl^ 
reluctant, therefore, to encroach on their prc/per functions} or 
to assume a responsibility which does not belong to a Jndgo* 
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That responsibility is entrusted to another * power, and not 
tons. 

For these reasons I am of opinion that the conviction of 
John C. Douglas is sustainable in point of law, and that this 
Court should give judgment accordingly. 



Johnston, E. J. A barbarous nftirder — apparently unpro- 
voked, and with little object — has been perpetrated on the 
master of a vessel at sea, where it is particularly important 
that the authority of the law should be respected. The inte- 
rests of society demand that none who have partaken in the 
guilt should escape conviction and punishment, and especiaUy 
upon refined technicalities ; for, to use the language of Mr. 
Starkie, '^to acquit upon light, trivial and fanciful supposi- 
tions and remote conjectures, is a virtual violation of the 
juror's oath, and an offence of great magnitude against the 
interests of society." {Starkie on Evidence (Sharswood's edi- 
tion), 761, m, p. 865.) 

The rules of evidence, however^ which have been sanction- 
ed by the wisest and best Judges, and ratified by the experi- 
eaee of ages, as the safest guides in the investigation of 
criminal accusations in British courts of justice, are not sub- 
tle refinements, barren technicalities, or arbitrary enactments ; 
they are deductions drawn from a deep insight into human 
nature, and being founded on a close observation of the ordi- 
nary current of human action under the influence of the mo- 
tives, passions, interests and affections which sway men in thjD 
diversified incidents of life, their object is, and they are cal- 
culated, to protect the innocent from unjust condemnation, 
and to prevent the escape of the guilty from merited punish- 
ment. 

It is no reasoa for slighting these wholesome rules thai they 
sometimes fail to effect their destined objects. Their mainte- 
nance, in all their integrity, is essential to the common well- 
being and security ; and exceptional failures must be submit- 
ted to as incident to the imperfection that attaches to human 
institutions. To the Judges of this Court is committed the 
very important duty of preserving inviolate the established 
rules of evidence, unswayed — on the one hand, by emotions of 

s 
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compassion, seeking to relax them in favor of the guilty, 
on the other band, indifferent to the demand, however nni^i^e 
sal and just, for the condemnation of an object of gen^n 
execration and suspicion, in whose case conviction would kh^ 
under those rules, be warranted. 

In cases of circumstantial evidence^ such as that we mre 
about to investigate, close examination and careful discrimiDa. 
tion are peculiarly demanded. 

To the validity of such testimony the circumstances from 
which the conclusion is drawn must be fully established. 
There should be a just relation between the circumstances 
and the conclusion, and the deduction from the circumstances 
proved must be conclusive and not indefinite. To use Mr. 
Starkie's language, ''such evidence is always insufficient 
when, assuming all to be proved which the evidence tends to 
prove, some other hypothesis may still be true : for it is the 
actual exclusion of every hypothesis which invests mere cir- 
cumstances with the force of proof. Whenever, therefore, 
the evidence leaves it indifferent which of the several hypo- 
theses is true, or merely establishes some finite probability in 
favor of one hypothesis rather than another, such evidence 
cannot amount to proof, however great the probability may 
be." (Sfcirfcic on Evidence (Sharswood's edition), 757, m. p. 859.) 

This rule, which is of fundamental importance, is obvionsly 
reasonable ; for if, in the absence of direct proof, the circnm 
stances that are known are consistent with two suppositions^ 
one of guilt, the other of innocence, — to condemn on sncb 
evidence would be merely matter of chance and uncertainty; 
violating the maxim of Lord Hale, that it is always better to 
err in acquitting than in punishing, — a maxim which, by i^ 
justice and humanity, has so commended itself to universal 
acceptance, as to have grown into the proverb that it is better 
that many guilty should escape than that one innocent xnao 
should suffer. 

With these rules before me, 1 will examine the evidence as 
it bears on the following questions : 

1st — ^Was Douglas personally engaged in the act of murder? 

2nd — Or was he constructively present — ^that is, was be 
cognizant of the fact, and in near proximity, prepared to ssM 
if required? 
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3rd — Had there been a previous guilty concert between 
owsey and him for the murder of the captain ? 
(His lordship here elaborately reviewed the evidence, and 
len proceeded as follows.) 

I see nothing in all this testimony that is not consistent 
ith the supposition that the murder was committed by the 
lok, who looked not to the mate for support, although within 
.11, but, on the contrary, studiously avoided awaking him ; 
at the mate was asleep, ignorant and innocent of the crime, 
id was only aroused to hear of the murder; that, from what 
) saw and heard, he believed the captain to be killed and the 
ischief beyond remedy ; that, nervous and affrighted, and 
erhaps suspecting concert between the Germans and the 
Dok, and trembling lest the fate oT the captain might be his 
wn, he yielded to his terror and the excitement of the mo- 
lent, and concurred in the removal of the body and the 
>lopdy bedding, and in the concealment of the murder ; that 
le never intended going to the West Indies, and was impa-' 
ient to get away from the ship to escape the cook, and inade 
iTich pretences as amused those on board and effected l|is 
object; that, on shore, he was influenced by the desire to 
«cape suspicion and danger, and was pursued by the appre- 
lension of the cook turning upon him if he revealed the facts, 
-an apprehension which the result showed to be not without 
eason. And, if any credit be due for tardy confession, thQ pri-. 
'oner is entitled to it, as there is no reason to believe that but 
or his revelation the crime would not have remained un-. 
^own. 

On the best consideration I can give the subject, the evi-- 
fenco in this case appears to fulfil the conditions of an hypo- 
kesis of innocence, naturally and without either violence or 
training, or contradiction as regards the compone^kt facts. On 
he other hand, the supposition of guilt is opposed! to the cir- 
nmstances attending the murder, and is improbable from the 
bsence of motive or object. 

I think, from the evidence, that the supposition of inno- 
3nce is stronger than the supposition of guilt. But it is 
)t necessary that it should be so, for it will be recollected 
lai if the hypothesis of innocence be a reasonable deduc- 
3n from the facts, it is not necessary thai it should exceed 
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in pro ability the hypothesis of guilt. It necessarily follow 
that, in my opinion, the jury, in finding. Douglas gnil^ 
did not arrive at the conclusion which a judicious applicati* 
of the rules of evidence to the testimony in this case calLfl 
for. I have taken the testimony as having been credited 
the jury, except where it appears obvious that they Feject::^ 
it It is proper, I think, .to notice the serious discrepanc:^ 
and unaccountable want of corroboration between the t ^ 
witnesses for the Crown. Some of these I have already ix^^ei 
tioned ; I will barely refer to two others. 

(His lordship here referred to the fact that Marlberry mude 
no mention, in his evidence, of the conversation alleged fy 
Stockwell to have taken place between Douglas and Dowsey 
with regard to .the blood on the hands, sleeves, &c.y of tbo 
latter, when, according to Stockwell's evidence, Douglas said 
to Dowsey, " You had better wash the blood o£f." The learned 
Judge also remarked on the fact that Marlberry testified that 
the vessel's name was painted out by Douglas' order, wbfle 
Stockwell stated that it was done by Dowsey's order, and that 
" the mate (Douglas) said nothing — he hadn't much to say." 
His lordship also referred to some statements made by Dong' 
las and Jjambruert, which were given in evidence against 
them respectively, but which he thought, notwithstanding the 
caution of the Chief Justice, probably affected the minds of 
the j.ury against Douglas, perhaps without their own con- 
sciousness of the fact The learned Judge then concluded as 
follows.) 

Jt remains to consider the very important enquiry which 
involves the construction of the Statute under which the 
.question of the Chief Justice has been reserved, and the 
« extent of this Court's authority in answering that queatioQ* 
The decision of facts is the province of the jury, and strictljr 
it is their only province ; but as it is their duty to apply the 
law as given by the Court to the facts as they find them from 
the evidence, in this sense they may be said to pass upon 
mixed questions of fact and law. In civil suits the errors of 
juries, acting within the scope of their authority, may be cor- 
rected on revision by the Courts, and when it is proper, jas- 
?tice may be done by setting aside their verdicts and granting 
>new trials. In criminal cases the pratice has been different, 
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^nd the remedy has been limited, and the mode of reaching it 
isjrcnitons. Limited generally to cases where threre had been 
31 &ilnre of evidence to snpport the verdict, or some pnrely 
legal question bad arisen, and where redress was deemed 
Deeded; it was obtained through the Executive on the repre- 
sentation of the Judge, and commonly, after argument, before 
Fudges who sat to advise. By the English Act of Parliament, 
rom which our Act is copied, a Court of Criminal Appeal is 
constituted, the Judges in which sit with authority to deter* 
nine. This Act gave a judicial sanction to their deliberations 
md a judicial authority to their decisions, not before enjoyed. 
We are called upon to say to what extent the jurisdiction of 
this tribunal has been carried by English decisions, and whe- 
ther the case before us belongs to a class excluded from that 
jurisdiction or not : in other words, whether the jurisdiction 
is confined to questions purely legal, or extends to cases em- 
bracing considerations of fact properly within the cognizance 
of the jury, but in which it is supposed they have come to an 
erroneous decision. 

It seems a strange anomaly that a suitor, whose pecuniary 
interest is involved to an inconsiderable amount in a civil 
suit, may have the verdict of a jury reversed, and that no 
Buch privilege should exist when the issue is life or death — 
^lie most transcendently solemn that man can be called to deal 
^ith. Knowing, as I do know, the difficulty that Judges, 
Counsel, and juries must labor under in protracted and intri- 
^te cases — in the hurry of trials to grasp the whole outline 
^f a case — to combine and to separate, to group and to con- 
trast the evidence — to give to each part its appropriate value, 
^nd no more, and to bring the whole within the operation of 
Bound principles : knowing, too, that when prejudices have 
been strongly excited in a community, a jury may, uncon- 
sciously to themselves, forgot the golden rule that forbids 
londemnation when a reasonable probability of innocence ex- 
sts, I entertain a strong opinion in favor of the existence of 
. jurisdiction (under appropriate limitations and guards) in 
he Supreme Courts to review hasty or rash conclusions at 
rhich juries may have arrived. This sentiment is gaining 
;ronnd in England, and, in that country where caution and 
leliberation hold the rein upon innovation, is now passing 
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through tho preparatory stages of discussion ere it be finally 
tried by the crucible of public opinion as concentred in Far- 
liamenty and I doubt not that it will not be long before we 
shall have the opinions of wise and experienced men, and 
probably parliamentary enactments to guide us. 

Our present business is with the law as it is, and its appli* 
cation to the case under consideration. The jury unques- 
tionably had evidence which it was their province to consider 
after being instructed by the Court as to the law ; it was their 
duty to determine what the result of the evidence was : by 
their verdict they say that the evidence has led them to the 
conclusion of the prisoner's guilt. They do not say that they 
also are of opinion that the evidence naturally warranted a 
supposition of innocence, but they have preferred the suppo- 
sition of guilt. Had they said this they would have infringed 
the rules of evidence. But they simply say they find the 
prisoner guilty, and, assuming them to have been instructed 
in the law, the meaning of their verdict is that the evidence 
has led them to the conviction of guilt, and has excluded 
every reasonable supposition of innocence from their belief. 

I think that in this they have very seriously erred, but it 
being a question of fact Avhich the Constitution placed in their 
hands, I fear this Court has not the power under the Act to 
interpose to rectify their mistake, if mistake, as I think, they 
have made. I think this power ought to rest somewhere, and 
that, for obvious reasons, if the verdict of a jury is to be 
controlled, it had better be revised, and, if necessary, re- 
versed, by a Court of Justice, after public argument, than by 
an Executive Government. 

Believing that the evidence naturally led to a different 
and more favorable judgment than the jury arrived at, I 
should have been most happy to have found myself justified 
in the opinion that the Court has the power, under the Sta- 
tute, to stay the efiect of the verdict* I cannot come to the 
conviction that the decisions and practice in England warrant 
the Court in exercising such a power in this case. 

I am bound to administer the law, however hardly, even 
fatally, I may think it operates in any individual case ; and 
although I believe the conclusion at which the jury arrived, 
in finding John 0. Douglas guilty of the murder of Colin C. 
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Benson^ was a mistaken judgment, I am painfully compelled 
to say that I think the law has not authorized this Court to 
interfere to stay the sentence that follows the verdict. The 
responsibility of the verdict, and the responsibility of dealing 
with the sentence, must rest where the law has placed these 
responsibilities, — it is not with this Court. 



DoDD, J. I have given to this case the best consideration 

in my power, and have come to the conclusion that there 

Was sufficient evidence to send the case to the jury, as 

respects the prisoner Douglas. The facts of the case were for 

the jury, and if there was any legal evidence upon which they 

<5ould assume the guilt of the prisoner, it was within their 

province to do so ; and I have no disposition, if I had the 

power, which 1 think 1 have not, to interfere with their pre- 

'"^gative. If there is any legal evidence against a party 

charged with a criminal oflfence, the case cannot be with- 

^'•^wn from the jury. The Judge, in my opinion, is to decide 

J'Pon the sufficiency of the evidence to send the case to the 

J^'^^y, but the jury are to decide upon the sufficiency of the 

®^idence to justify a conviction ; and, even where they cou- 

^^ot against the views of the Judge who tried the cause, this 

^oxirt can give no redress in such a case, but the resort must 

^^ to the Crown. 

^ith respect to the trial by jury, Lord Hardwicke has ob- 

^^fved that all reflecting men will agree in the observation 

^*^5it ** it is of the greatest importance to the laws of England, 

^^d to the subject, that the powers of the Judge and jury be 

»^ept distinct." The general principle that the Judge must 

determine the law, and the jury the fact, is not, and cannot be 

disputed. 1 Taylor on Evidence, 30. The same author says, 

although it is the exclusive province of the jury to fix the 

due weight which ought to be given to presumptions of fact, 

juries are usually aided in their labors by the advice and 

instruction of the Judge, more or less strongly urged at his 

discretion. Ibid, p. 186. And Lord Mansfield, in Bex v. ITie 

Dean of St. Asaph, 21 How. St. Trials, 1039, 1040, said, it is 

the duty of the Judge, in all cases of general justice, to tell 

the jury how to do right, though they have it in their power 
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to do wrongi which is a matter entirely between God and 
their own consciences. With such authorities as these, it 
would be vain to say that the Jury have not the exclusive 
power to decide upon all questions of fact, and, unless that 
power has been taken from them by legislative enactment, 
they possess it in as high a degree as they ever did. 

At the argument of this cause, the learned counsel for the 
prisoner contended that, under the Act (Rev. Statutes, chap. 
171) which enabled the Chief Justice to reserve the case foi 
the opinion of the Court, we had authority to go beyond the 
question submitted to us, and decide upon the sufficiency o1 
the evidence to convict the prisoner, and several cases were 
referred to to support his position, which I will hereafter 
examine. The language of chap, 171 is confined to questions 
of law that arose $kt the trial. (His lordship here read sec- 
tions 99, 100, &i 101 of this chaj>ter.) In the case under con- 
sideration, the Chief Justice has followed the directions of the 
Statute, and has submitted the question I have already refer- 
red to. If there i^ not any legal evidence under which the 
conviction of the prisoner is sustainable in point of law, then 
it is our duty to say so. But how far our duty calls upon us 
to scrutinize the evidence and decide upon its weight for or 
against the prisoner, (as it has heretofore been the exclusive 
duty of the jury,) is an important question, and, if answered 
in the affirmative, will largely increase the duties and respon- 
sibilities of the Court, while it will, at the same time, diminish 
those of the jury, and change the whole character of the 
criminal jurisprudence of the country. 

Mr. Johnston, for the prisoner, said that unless his guilt was 
mathematically established by the evidence, the jury were 
bound to acquit him. But let us see what Chief Justice Ab- 
bott says on that subject. He says that in drawing inferences 
or conclusions, regard must always be had to the nature of the 
particular case, and the facility that appears to be afforded 
either of explanation or contradiction ; but, in matters that 
concern the conduct of men, the certainty of mathematical 
evidence cannot be required or expected ; and it is one of the 
peculiar advantages of our jurisprudence that the conclasioo 
is to be drawn by the unanimous judgment and conscience oi 
twelve men conversant with the affairs and business of life 



MICHAELMAS TERM, 1865. 121 

^Dd who know that when a reaaonable doubt is entertained, it 
Ls their duty to acquit. 4: B. dt Aid. 161 ; Willa on Circum- 
^iantial Evidence^ 160. 

I will now refer to some of the leading cases cited in favor 
of the prisoner, founded upon the Imperial Statute, 11 &, 12 
Vict., from which the Act of our Province is taken. They 
ire all Grown cases reserved under the Statute. 

(His lordship here referred to Regina v. Langmead, 10 Law 
rimes Bep. 350, (being one of the cases cited by the learned 
Jhief Justice,) and observed that the case was very far from 
lustaining the argument of Mr. Johnston, that the Court is to 
lecide upon the sufficiency of the evidence to convict. His 
lordship remarked that the fair and reasonable conclusion 
from the case was, that the Court will interfere where ^there 
[s no evidence, but not where there is evidence to justify the 
Judge in sending it to the jury. The learned Judge then 
proceeded as follows.) 

The next case referred to by Mr. Johnston was Reg. v. CoUinSf 
10 Law Times Rep. 581. In this case it was held that, in order 
to convict of an attempt to commit larceny, it must appear 
that there was property in the place, Avhere the attempt was 
'^iade, that could be stolen. Therefore, where a person puts 
"is hand into the pocket of another, with an attempt to steal, 
^© cannot be convicted of the attempt, unless it appears that 
'tere was property in the pocket which might be stolen. In 
J^at case the conviction was quashed because the question of 
?^operty in the pocket had not been submitted to the jury, 
^ot if it had been submitted, Cockburn, C. J., said they were 
J^^ry far from saying there was not evidence on which the 
\\XTj might have said there Avas, and in that case the convic- 
tion would have been affirmed. The only evidence in the 
Case was that one of the prisoners h&d put his hand into the 
gown pocket of a lady, and upon the cross-examination of the 
witness who proved the case for the prosecution (the lady 
herself not being a witness,) said, he had asked her if she had 
lost anything, and she said no ; and yet, upon this extremely 
slight evidence, if the question of property in the pocket had 
been submitted to the jury, the conviction would have been 
confirmed. This case was reserved upon the objections which 
were taken at the trial. The defence was, that, to put a hand 
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into an empty pocket was not an attempt to commit a felony, 
and that, as it was not proved affirmatively that there was any 
property in the pocket at the time, it must be taken that there 
was not ; and, as larceny was the stealing of some chattel, if 
there was not any chattel to be stolen, putting the hand in the 
pocket could not be considered as a step towards the comple- 
tion of the offence. The law, as the counsel for the prisoner 
in the case contended for, was upheld by the Court, but when 
the question, that it was not proved affirmatively that there 
was property in the pocket, was considered as a fact for the 
jury, and not having been submitted to them, slight as the 
evidence was upon the subject, the defence prevailed. Thi 
case, instead of supporting the position of Mr. Johnston, is 
in my opinion, directly against him, and shows that, wherr 
there is any evidence for the jury, they have the right to pas 
upon it, and that the Court of Appeal will not interfere wift 
that right. 

There were two other cases cited at the argument, Begirt 
V. OileSj 11 Law Times Rep. 643, and Begina v. Smith, 12 La— 
Times Rep. 608, but as they have been fully referred to Lz 
the Chief Justice in his judgment in the cause, I will malr-^ 
but a slight reference to them, particularly as I do not thini 
they avail Mr. Johnston in his argument for the prisons 

(His lordship here referred briefly to these two cases, ai3< 
then continued as follows.) 

In the case before this Court, if I could bring my mind t(p 
the conviction that there was but a mere scintiUa of evidence 
to justify the conviction of the prisoner, I would cheerfully 
assent to its being quashed. Where there is not any evi* 
dence,— or a mere sdniiUa of evidence, which amounts nearly 
to the same thing as there not being any evidence in a crimi- 
nal case, — I would then say it came within the scope and 
meaning of the Act which authorizes questions of law to be 
reserved, and decide in that case there was not any legal 
evidence to convict ; but that is a very different case from the 
one we are now called upon to decide, where, in my opinion, 
there is a large mass of criminating evidence, and which was 
exclusively for the jury to pass upon. 

The evidence having been returned to this Court, with the 
case reserved for our opinion, it is unnecessary for me to 
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enter upon a minute investigation of the facts established at 
the trial. It is sufficient for my purpose to say, that, after 
mach care and deep anxiety in examining the evidence, I 
hsLYe come to the conclusion that it established such a case 
against the prisoner as prevented the Chief Justice from 
withdrawing it from the jury, and that it was of that charac- 
ter, under the direction they received from his lordship, which 
made it peculiarly their province to decide upon. 

Among the objections urged for the prisoner was that the 
witnesses for the Crown varied in manv of their statements 
respecting what occurred on board the vessel upon the morn- 
ing of the murder, and I admit they differed in the narrative 
tLey gave of some of the events of that unfortunate morning ; 
still their statements did not amount to a contradiction except 
^li one or two instances, but simply a want of uniformity in 
tliem ; and in the main and important features of the case they 
substantially agreed. We must not forget tliat one of the wit- 
nesses was a foreigner, and from the manner he gave his evi- 
dence spoke the English language imperfectly, and also taking 
n^to consideration the excitement produced upon him when 
informed of the death of his captain, using his own words, he 
s^ys, " I was frightened and shook ; I could not get out of the 
l^erth." Under these circumstances, it is not very astonish- 
ing if he forgot many things that w^ere said and done upon 
^l^e occasion; but after all the credit of the witnesses was 
^ith the jury, and their attention was drawn to that fact, and 
ttey were told by the Chief Justice that their evidence 
^tould be received with caution. And the jury had the 
Power of rejecting the evidence altogether and acquitting the 
Prisoner, but this they did not do, but exercised their legiti- 
mate functions, and gave weight and efficacy to their testi- 
inony. Wills on Circumstantial Bvidence, page 222, in speak- 
ing of variations in the relations by different persons of the 
same transaction or event, in respect of unimportant circum- 
stances, says : '' They are not necessarily to be regarded as 
indicative of fraud or falsehood, provided there be substan- 
tial agreement in other respects. True strength of mind 
consists in not allowing the judgment, when founded upon 
convincing evidence, to be disturbed because there are imma- 
terial discrepancies which cannot be reconciled. When the 
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vast inherent differences in individnals, with respect to ni i _x].\i 
ral faculties and acquired habits of accurate observati^ ^on 
faithful recollection and precise narration, and the imports ,;:::^^ 
influence of intellectual and moral culture, are duly coi^ ^j^g,* 
dered, it will not be thought surprising that entire agreem^ -^meni 
is seldom found amongst a number of witnesses as to all ~ n^^ 
collateral incidents of the same principal event/' And I> ^^lord 
Ellenborough, in Bex v. Lord Cochrane^ Gurney's Bep. ^^^5^ 
said that the general accordance of all material circumstaii^^ces 
rather' confirmed, by minute diversity, than weakened tbo 
general credit of the whole, and gave it the advantage wb==DicIi 
belongs to an artless and unartificial tale. 

It will be seen, by the writers I have referred to, that v^siria- 
tions in the relations, by different persons, of the same tr^-ans- 
action or event, are not always to bo regarded as indicate Sons 
of fraud or falsehood, provided there be substantial a^Tee- 
ment in other respects, and the jury have so considered the 
discrepancies in the case against the prisoner, otherwise tyhey 
would not have convicted him. 

Besides the variations I have referred to, WiUSf page S24, 
says : — *' Still less are mere omissions to be considered as 
necessarily casting discredit upon testimony which stand ^ in 
other respects unimpeached. Omissions are generally capa- 
ble of explanation by the consideration that the mind maj^ he 
so deeply impressed with, and the attention so rivetted t^t ^ 
particular fact, as to withdraw attention from concomitant cir- 
cumstances, or prevent it from taking note of what is 'p^^ 
sing." Now, if anything was likely to take the mind fjTom 
minor events, and deeply impress it with a particular fa(5 *» ^* 
would be so in the present case. The murder of the captai ^ ^^ 
the vessel, under the circumstances detailed by the witne»^®^» 
would naturally leave the mind incapable of receiving any ot-l^®^ 
impression than that fixed upon it by the horror of the ev^°^ 

It has been urged upon us that there was no evidence "^^ 
the jury. But were they not^ to decide upon the acts of '^"^ 
prisoner throughout the bloody tragedy of the Sunday m^^™' 
ing when the deceased was murdered in his cabin, with! ^ * 
few feet of where, it is said, the prisoner was in his berth, ^^d 
might have been conversant with what was then going on, ^^^ 
state-room being partially open at the time. 
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(His lordship here referred at considerable length to the 
^ridence, and then concluded as follows.) 

I have referred to such parts of the evidence as appear 
most strongly against the prisoner to show that it was a. case 
for the jury, and that the Chief Justice would not have been 
justified in withdrawing it from them. Soscoe, in his Digest 
on Criminal Evidence^ says (p. 18) : ''In almost every crimi- 
nal case, a portion of the evidence laid before the jury con* 
sists of the conduct of the party^ either before or after 
being charged with the offence, presented not as part of the 
tea geake of the criminal act itself, but as indicative of a 
guilty mind. * * In weighing the effect of such evidence, 
nothing more than ordinary caution is required. The best 
rule is for the jury to apply honestly their experience, and to 
draw such inferences as experience indicates in matters of 
the gravest importance. This will, in general, be fouud a 
safer guide than a consideration of some of the extreme cases 
which are related in many of the books on evidence. These 
must be considered as somewhat exceptional, and it may be 
&irly said that this is a very useful kind of evidence, and one 
which no Judge need seek to withdraw from the consideration 
of a jury.'* 

Whatever discrepancies there were in the evidence in this 
case, and I cannot avoid saying they were numerous, may 
have been reconciled by the jury, but the contradictions be- 
tween the evidence of the boy (Stockwell) and Marlberry was 
a question of deep importance, and if it left on the minds of 
the jury a doubt of the truthfalness of the statements given 
by either of the witnesses, they should have hesitated long 
before they convicted the prisoner. 

There is abundant authority to show what the duty of the 
jury is in criminal cases. Mr. B. Park, in TaweU^s case, in 
addressing the jury, said : '^ The point for you to consider is, 
whether, attendnig to the evidence, you can reconcile the cir- 
cumstances adduced in evidence with any other supposition 
than that the prisoner has been guilty of the offence ? If you 
Cannot, it is your bounden duty to .find him guilty ; if you 
2aD, then you will give him the benefit of such a supposition. 
KM that can be required is not absolute, positive proof, — ^but 
lucli proof as convinces you that the crime has been made 
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out. If tliere is any reasonable doubt of the guilt of the a( 
cused, he is entitled, as of right, to be acquitted." This rul 
is so universal in its application that I do not believe it »^ ^ 
ever omitted by a Judge in his charge to the jury. WiK^:^ 
{Wills on Circumstantial Evidence, 154,) says, "The doub^^^^^ 
however, must not be a trivial one, such as speculative i^g^^^^ 
nuity may raise, but a conscientious one, which may opera',„^^^^ 
upon the mind of a rational man, acquainted with the afiai^^^ ^' 
of life." These rules cannot be disputed. They are intend* ^^qj 
for the guidance of the Judge in his directions to the jnmr ^^ 
and it would be wise in all cases if the jury were to ado^rr?/?/^ 
and act upon them. In the present case they have not b^^^^ 
omitted by the Chief Justice in his charge, and it is not ':^j, 
me to say that the jury did not allow them to have the pro^^^er 
weight and influence before finding the prisoner guilty. Ifjr 
authority, as I believe it to be, is not to question the right af 
the jury to decide the guilt of the accused when there is fluff— 
cient evidence to give the case to them ; and, as I think, ther^^ 
was legal evidence in this case involving the guilt of th^^ 
prisoner, it was exclusively for them to pass upon it, and th^^^ 
verdict, in my opinion, cannot now be changed by this Court. 
In the language of Lord Mansfield, already referred to, " it is 
the duty of the Judge to tell the jury how to do right," (am 
it cannot be denied but that, in this case, he did so,) " thougl 
they have it in their power to do wrong, which is a matter en—- - 
tirely between God and their own consciences^ but there iP" -^* 
must rest." The Crown alone, and not this Court, can give an] 
redress in such a case. But I wish it to bedistinctly undei 
stood, that, in this case, I give no opinion upon the questioi 
of the jury having done right or wrong, because I thinl 
under the law, I am not called upon to do so. 



DesBabbes, J. There is no direct evidence to show th 
the prisoner was actually present at, or that he took 
active part with the cook (Dowsey) in the murder of Capta 
Benson, and, therefore, it remains for us to inquire whether t 
circumstantial evidence produced on the part of the Crow 
upon which the conviction entirely rests, is such as to warra 
the jury in drawing the inference that there was a concert 
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lesign between the prisoner and Dowsey to perpetrate the 
nurder^ and that, althongh he may not have been actnally 
)re8ent, he was, in construction of law, present, aiding and 
betting at, or ready to take part and assist in, the perpetra- 
ion of the act, if that assistance had been required. His 
)rd8hip the Chief Justice instructed the jury, that, if they 
elieved the mate knew what the cook was doing in the cabin 
-that they two had actually formed the design of running 
way with the ship, and that, to accomplish this object, the 
aurder of the master was the first preliminary, — then, the fact 
hat the mate did not see the crime committed amounted to 
lothing ; and that, if they believed there was a common de- 
rign, having the murder as part of it, that was enough to 
nculpate the prisoner. The jury, acting upon these instruc- 
ions, and believing, as we must presume they did from the 
acts before them, that there was a common criminal design 

take the life of the master in order to obtain possession of 
be ship, pronounced the prisoner guilty of the crime charged 
gainst him, and the question to be considered is, whether 
lere is any evidence upon which they could arrive at such a 
inclusion. 

In 1 PhiUipa on Evidence^ 166 (7th ed.), it is said : " When 
irect evidence of facts cannot be supplied, as must continu- 
\y happen in some of the worst species of crimes, reason- 
^le minds will necessarily form their judgment on circum- 
^nces, and act on the probabilities of a case. The whole 
''Stem of human action proceeds on probability; 'and as 
athematical or absolute certainty is seldom to be attained in 
xman affairs, reason and public utility require that Judges 
Id all naJiukind, in forming their opinion of the truth of facts, 
LQuld be regulated by the superior number of probabilities 

1 the one side or the other.' " 

The substance of the leading facts of this case, upon which 
^hall make no comment, may thus be stated. 

(His lordship here referred briefly to the evidence affecting 
Duglas, and then proceeded as follows.) 

Prom all these circumstances put together, I think the jury 
Ight, if they believed them to be true, draw the inference 
' complicity between the prisoner and the cook. 

It was argued by the learned CQunsel for the prisoaer, that 
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"what the mate said, and what he did, were under the inflaencc 
of fear, and that his conducty strange as it may appear, wai 
therefore not inconsistent with the hypothesis of his inno 
cence. It is possible that he may have acted nnder that infla 
ence ; but the answer is, that this was a matter for the con 
lideration of the jury, and not for the Court. 

Assuming that there was evidence proper to be left to th< 
jury, — and I confess I do not see how the circumstances U 
which I have referred could have been withdrawn from thei] 
consideration, — I do not see any ground upon which the Courl 
can interfere with the verdict. My own impression is, thai 
this is not a case in which the Court can step in and nullifj 
the act of the jury, nor do I see how such a power can here 
be exercised without taking from the jury the constitutional 
right which they possess of passing upon the facts. I admit 
that, in a case entirely unsupported by evidence, such s 
power does exist, and that it ought to be exercised; bu. 
where there is evidence, though it may not be of a conclasiv«i 
character, and a conviction follows, then it appears to mo tha. 
this is not the tribunal to appeal to. There is another t - 
which an appeal may more properly be made, possessing - 
power which is not possessed here, and where, I feel assured 
all the evidence and circumstances of this case will be thm 
roughly weighed and considered. I do not, therefore, fees 
myself called upon to say whether I approve or disapprove o- 
the verdict rendered by the jury. It is enough for me to saj 
that I think there was sufficient evidence for their considera- 
tion, and that, although they might, if they had thought fit^ 
have drawn from it a different inference, they were at liberty 
to draw that which they did. They were the sole judges ol 
the evidence, and knowing that it was their imperative duty 
to acquit the prisoner, if they had any reasonable doubt as to 
his guilt, they have, in the exercise of their own judgment, 
and, in accordance with their own convictions, felt themselves 
constrained to pronounce him guilty. With then), then, the 
responsibility attaching to the verdict must rest. 

In 1 Oreenkqfon Evidence^ sec. 49, it is said : " In trials by 
jury, it is the province of the presiding Judge to determine 
all questions as to the admissibility of evidence for the jary, 
as well as to instruct them in the rules of law by which it is 
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to be weighed. Whether there be any evidence or not, is a 
question for the Judge ; whether it is sufficient or not, is a 
question for the jury.'' The principle here enunciated is 
that by which we are and must be governed, so long as the 
functions of the Court and of the jury remain as they are. 

The cases to which our attention was directed at the argu- 
ment by the learned counsel for the prisoner do not, a? I 
read them, establish the position that the Court have the 
right to control the verdict of the jury upon the ground of 
the existence of doubts as to the guilt of the accused. They 
appear to be cases brought up before the Court of Criminal 
Appeal, on questions arising as to the admissibility and le- 
gality of evidence submitted. The first case that was cited 
Was that of Regina v. Smith, 12 Law Times Rep., 608. (His 
lordship here referred at some length to this case, and said 
that he thought it showed two things : first, that it was for 
the Court to decide the question of law in the case ; and 
secondly, that in a case where there is an entire absence of 
evidence to support the indictment, or only a scintilla of evi- 
dence, it ought not be left to the jury, flis lordship then 
deferred to Regina v. Giles, 11 Law Times Rep., 643, Regina 
^« Langmead, 10 do., 351, and Regina v. Collins^ Ibid, 581, 
^^d remarked that there was nothing in them or the preced- 
^^g case to satisfy his mind that this Court has the power, 
'^i^der the law as it exists, to set aside the verdict which 
the jury had rendered against Douglas. The learned Judge 
then concluded as follows :) 

Being of opinion that there was sufficient legal evidence in 
^his case to warrant the jury in drawing the inference and 
^*"Hving at the conclusion that the prisoner was a participator 
^^ the crime for which he stands convicted, I concur with 
hiB lordship the Chief Justice, and my learned brethren 
^hnston and Dodd, that the verdict of the jury cannot be 
^^t aside. 



^ILKINS, J. The learned Solicitor General contended that 
^Pon a questiou of law submitted smjh as that before us, 
^^688 the evidence were so entirely insufficient as that it 
^oald be the clear duty of the presiding Judge at the trial 

9 
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to keep the case from the jury, the Court of Appeal would 
have no jurindiction ; but Regina v. Smith, 12 Law Times Rep.r 
608, negatives such a view of the effect of the Statute. In that 
case the question submitted was whether there was evidence 
to support the indictment, which ought properly to have been 
left by the Judge to the jury? Mellor, J., said, *'I think there 
was some evidence to support the diiection of the learned 
Judge, but, on full consideration, I think that it was not suffi- 
cient to be left to the jury." He adds, however, these imme- 
diately following words: •* Having regard to the circumstances 
of the case and its importance, I think the learned Judge 
was right in not stopping it." Smith, J., the learned Judge 
who tried the cause, said : — "I reserved the case for this Court 
because I felt great doubt whether the evidence was sufficient 
to sustain the conviction. I thought there was very little on 
the only ground on which the conviction can be supported. I 
thought then, and think now, that I could not have with- 
drawn the case from the jury." The conviction was quashed 
because the evidence did not support it, although it was 
conceded by the Court of Appeal that the Judge had exercised 
a sound discretion in ttot stopping the case. It was for man- 
slaughter, in neglecting to provide proper food and lodging 
for a servant. It is important and very suggestive as regards 
that before us in this respect : In it, it became an important 
question " whether the deceased was so helpless in min4 and 
body as to be unable to take care of herself, and to toithdraw 
hersdf from the prisoner's dominionJ^ On that vital point of 
the case there was professedly some evidence, but the Court 
quashed the conviction because there was not sufficient evidence. 
In Regina y. (tiles, 11 Law Times Rep., 643, the learned 
Judge who tried it reserved for the Court of Appeal a ques- 
tion of law, in terms as follows : — ^*' I request the opinion of 
the Court whether there was any evidence to go to the jury 
in support of the indictment." The Judge put the case to 
the jury, who found the prisoner gftilty of extorting money 
from the prosecutrix, by means of a false pretence of an exist- 
ing fact. Although the question Huhniitted was whether 
there was any evidence, t!rle, C. J., carcfuMy examined all the 
evidence, and then ssiid, " Upon this evidence I think (here 
was enough fur the jury, from which they had a right to infer 
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that the prisoner intended to induce the proeocntrix to be- 
lieve that she had power (the existing fact charged), at the 
tinae when the money was parted with, to bring her husband 
back/' Keating, J., says, "The opinion of the Court was 
founded on an examination of the whole of the evidence." 

The parallel, in point of principle, between that case and 
this is therefore complete. In it the Court of Appeal ex- 
amined the whole of the evidence in order to ascertain 
whether it established the guilt of the prisoner as " a fraudu-- 
lent impostor." In this case the Nova Scotia Court of Ap- - 
peal, having a question submitted in identical terms, isre-- 
quired to examine the whole of the evidence to see whether 
it sustains the conviction of Douglas as a murderer. 

Our Legislature, therefore, has imposed on this Court a 
duty, which it must perform, of revising the case that was 
before a jury in order to determine whether that evidence, . 
viewed in all its parts, and as a whole, was legally sufficient 
to sustain their verdict which found Douglas guilty of mur- - 
der. In exercising that function so delegated, and made obli- 
gatory, tlie assumption of an undue interference on our part 
with the province of a jury is entirely gratuitous. Our prac- 
tice before this Statute passed constituting a Court of Appeal 
was conformable to the old practice in England before the 
English Statute. Under that practice where the Judge at a 
criminal trial doubted about a question of law, he reserved 
it, and obtained the opinion of all the Judges. If in case of 
a conviction they doubted of the legal sufficiency of the evi- 
dence to establish it, a pardon was recommended. The 
prisoner was, in such case, discharged, and so, until the 
Legislature thinks proper to make him subject to a new triat 
he ought to be; for every man is, in the eye of the law, inno- 
cent, until he is proved to be guilty by sufficient legal 
evidence. 

It is not for Judges to speculate about the policy of a law 
but I may say that I view the law under which we are now 
revising this criminal trial as a wise and salutary one ; and I 
do not think it at all likely to be abused. Its exercise 13 
nm<le to depend on' the discretion of one of those fnnctron- 
aries in whom the Constitution ref)oses sacred trusts and un* 
bounded confidence. Juries, in view of the fiuleiuu resj^ou^ 
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sibilities which attach to them in criminal cases, especially in 
capital ones, will, I am persnaded, bo only too happy to be 
thus in a measure relieved of them. No one can appreciate 
or respect more highly than I do the peculiar province of a 
jury in criminal trials. Where the subject of its exercif^e is 
the credibility of a witness, or the truth or falsehood of a 
fact respecting wliich witnesses have spoken in conflict with 
each other, I accept as final the decision of a jury. But, 
although in the exercise of their functions they must neces- 
sarily, under such directions in point of law as tliey may re- 
ceive from the presiding Judge, decide in the Jirst instance 
on the mixed question of law and fact — in other words, on 
the legal enflSciency or insufficiency of the evidence to sus- 
tain the charge against the prisoner— there never was, since 
the Revolution, a time in the history ot criminal jurispru- 
dence in England, that their decision on that point was con- 
clusive; there never was a time in the intervening period 
that a Judge conducting a criminal trial could not, in his dis- 
cretion, obtain a judicial review of the finding of a jury con- 
victing a prisoner, if he doubted of the legal sufficiency of 
the evidence to sustain the conviction. The means by which 
that object was attained was, as has been shown, different 
from that which may be adopted since the constitution of a 
Court of App.eal. It was the anomalous character of the old 
system which led to the introduction of the new one. 

That which before the enactment of the Imperial Act, 
11 A 12 Vic, chap. 78, was done somewhat extra-Judiciallyj 
by taking the advice of all the Judges to satisfy the con- 
science of the presiding Judge, {Roscoe^s Digest of Criminal 
Evidence, 216,) is now done by the compulsory and regular 
judgment of the '* Justices and Barons" on a case reserved. 
The Statute furnishes not the slightest ground for the infer- 
ence that the Legislature intended to institute any change in 
the naJture or character of the questions to be reserved. Let 
us see, then, what the previous English practice in that re- 
pect was. B*i8seU (2 BusseU on Grimes, 725) states it thus: — 
'^ If the Judge who presides at the trial shall be of opinion 
that there is a doubt whether he may not have admitted some 
evidence or witness improperly, or whether the facts proved 
'OomtittUethe crime charged,^* (^ords which include ibis very 
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caRe,) ** lie may, in his discretion, forbear to pass sentence, or 
he may respite the judgment until the opinion of the fifteen 
Judges be obtained upon a case reserved." The language of 
the preamble to the English Statute shows that the «»n'y 
change intended referred to the mode of doing a thing that 
was done before. It is : " Whereas it is expedient to pro- 
Tide a better mode than that now in use^^ &a. The remedy 
given by the Statute is made to extend to the Court of Quar- 
ter Sessions, the practice is made more convenient, and pro- 
visions for final judgment are carefulh' made ; but there is 
not a word in the Statute which will warrant the conclusion 
that the Legislature intended to make the phrase '* any diffir 
cult question of law ^^ less comprehensive than the previous 
practice shows it to have been. 

Revised Statutes, chap. 171, sec. 99, e^ seq,, empower the 
Judge before whom a person may be convicted of treason, 
felony, <tc., in his discretion, to reserve any questions of law 
that may have arisen on the trial for the consideration of the 
Justices of the Supreme Court. These last are required to 
*Miear and finally determine such questions, and reserve, af- 
firm, or amend any judgment given, <fec., or avoid such judg- 
ment, or order an entry to be made on the record that, in 
the judgment of the said Justices, the party convicted ought 
not to have been convicted," <fec. According to my con- 
ftruction of this law, I am bound in this case, as there is a 
conviction, to adopt the facts as found for the Crown ; and, 
M'ithout questioning them, to inquire whether they are suffi- 
cient in law to sustain the conviction. If I find them legally 
insuflScient, I am bound to quash the conviction. In 2 B^is- 
seU on UrimeSf 729, note, I find the notice of a case which 
the learned editor speaks of as "an example of a case of cir- 
cumstantial evidence too weak for conviction." I avail ray- 
self of it, not only as applicable to the partitjular case, to 
show by analogy, as I think it does, the weakness of the 
evidence in this last; but as proving our jurisdiction to in- 
qnire into the legal sufficiency of the testimony, on which the 
jury have found their verdict against the mate. " Two wo- 
men were indicted for coloring a shilling and a sixpence, and 
a man (Isaacs) as counselling, procnring, aiding, and abetting 
ihe coining. The evidence against him was, that he visited 
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tbem once or twice a week ; that the ratth'ng of copper m<r 
ney was heard whiUt he was with them ; that once he was 
counting something just after he came oat; that on going to 
the room, jii^t after the apprehenrtion, he resisted being 
stopped, and jumped over a wall to escape ; and that there 
were then found upon him a bad three shilling piece, five 
bad shillings, and five bad sixpences." Upon a case reserved 
the Judges thnught the evidence too slight to convict him. 
Bex V. Isaacs. M. S. Bayley, J., Hil. T., 1813. 

Now, assuming that what we are required to do by the 
Statute is precisely what wo might have done at common law 
OD a case reserved, — I ask how on the point of jurisdiction 
the effoct of this last mentioned authority can be avoided ? 
In it the fifteen Judges of England inquired " whether the 
facts proved constituted the crime charged— which was coun- 
selling the coining." In this, what I feel myself bound to 
investigate is, *' whether the facts proved constitute the crime 
of counselling, aiding, and abetting the murder." 

The Courts at Westminster administering criminal justice 
recognize certain rules or maxims as necessary guides to 
juries, where the charge before them is sought to he sustained 
by circumstantial evidence. I will not take upon myself to 
pronounce that they have the absolute force of law ; but I 
will undertake to say that without a strict observance of them 
criminal justice cannot be safely or legally administered. 
WiUSf in his admirable treatise on Circumstantial Evidence, 
thus introduces five rules of induction which he fully explains 
(p. 136): — ^''Inasmuch" he says, "as the rules, which philo- 
sophic wisdom and judicial experience and sagacity have 
recognized as safeguards of truth and justice in general, 
apply with peculiar pertinency and force to circumstantial 
evidence, it is necessary briefly to advert to some of the 
more important of them ; " and be thus concludes his con- 
sideration of them, (p. 155) — "It is from the practical dis- 
regard of those rules, rather than from the nature of the 
subject, that have proceeded those lamentable failures and 
violations of justice, which have occasionally disgraced the 
pages of judicial history." 

I am prepared to maintain (and that is the point of jurt0^ 
dicHon which I am now considering) that where it shall be 
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made to appear to the Appellate Criminal Court, in any 
reserved case depending on circumstantial testimony and 
therefore on the doctrine of hypotheses, that those maxima 
have been plainly disregarded by the jury who convicted the 
prisoner, that Court is bound to decide that the evidence is 
not legally sufficient, and that the conviction should be 
quashed. It is, indeed, so very important that sound prin- 
ciples of construction of circumstantial evidence in criminal 
cases should govern jurors in the discharge of their duties, 
and forensic annals record so many instances of innocent 
victims of that species of evidence, when not rightly inter- 
preted, that I gladly avail myself of an opportunity thus 
afforded of explaining, in connection with the facts before 
•US, certain maxims necessary to be observed in criminal trials, 
^bere the evidence against a prisoner is purely circum- 
stf^ntial. In doing this, I disclaim all intention to reflect on 
^^e manner in which the twelve good men, who constituted 
the jury in this cause, discharged the painful duty that the 
^^^ imposed on them. Had I been one of them, I believe 
^"at I should have concurred in their verdict convicting 
^<^Uglas. I think that the testimony, viewed as a whole, 
^<^uld. after the comparatively short period for deliberation 
"u\t was at their command, and without that searching analy- 
®^^ of testimony which they did not, perhaps, feel it necessary 
^ institute, have made the same impression on my mind that 
^^ niade on theirs. Now, however, after argument at the bar, 
^^d after weighing and discriminating the evidence, I cannot 
^^afer the prisoner's guilt from the facts relied on as inculpa- 
ting him. Whilst I am, of course, aware that he may be 
%uilty, I can entertain, in perfect consistency with all the 
i^ots, that which 1 believe to be a reasonable hypothesis of 
Xiis innocence. In such a case the prisoner is, in my opinion, 
hy the law of the land entitled to an acquittal ; and should he 
In that case be convicted, a question whether the convictioQ 
can be sustained must be, from its nature, a question of lata. 

One o{ the greatest Judges that ever adorned the English 
bench has recorded, expressly as a warning to Judges and ju* 
rorsy a case showing the danger of convicting, in a capital case^ 
on circumstantial evidence, '* without first considering with 
the utmost carefulness every possibility of an unproved state 
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of circumstances existing which, if proved, would reasonably 
account for all tlie facts, and yet establish the prisoner's in- 
nocence." A child was placed under the guardianship of an 
uncle. He was proved to have slightly chastised her ; she 
had been hoard to exclaim, " Oh ! dear uncle, don't kill me 1 " 
The child was missing ; suspicion attached to the uncle; he 
was arrested and bailed, with an admonition that at the next 
assizes he must produce the child. He, then, produced a 
supposititious one, which was proved to be such. On tliese 
facts he was convicted and executed. He was innocent, 
however, for the real child, many years after the execution, 
re-appeared, having run away from the prisoner's house. 
Now, that jury improperly convicted that innocent man, be-^ 
cause they did not put to their minds and answer these two 
hypothetical questions: First — "May not the missing child: 
have withdrawn herself from her uncle's house, and be stil6 
living?" Second — " May not the prisoner, from fear arising 
from consciousness of the suspicious circumstances of hi** po- 
sition, have resorted to untruth and subterfuge?" Possibly, 
they were suggested, but derided and discarded as " light- 
trivial, or fjinciful." But they were founded in reason anci 
fact, and had they been acted on an innocent man would not^ 
have suffered. 

There is in the case before us no direct evidence that: 
Douglas, before, or at the time of the homicide, concurred im 
it, or assented to it. His conviction, therefore, rests on evi- 
dence purely circumstantial. Mr. Baron Alderson's rule in such 
cases has been commended by high authority as one of com- 
plete exactness. He said in Bex v. Hodges, 2 Lewir/s Criminal 
Cases, 227, (cited in Wills on Vircumstantial Evidence, 150, 151,) 
" to enable the jury to bring in a verdict of guilty on circum- 
stantial evidence, it is necessary, not onl}' that it should be a 
rational conviction, but that it should be the only rational con- 
viction which the circumstances would enable them to draw.*' 
If guilty at all, Douglas is guilty as principal, present (actually 
or constructively), aiding or abetting another who committed 
homicide. To establish his guilt as such, there must be suf- 
ficient evidence, not only that he was present at the slaying, 
but that his mind concurred in the intention that it should be 
committed. He was not, necessarily^ ^' -^^'vuctively 



MICHAELMAS TERM, 1865. 137 

present, for he could only have been so on the condition, en- 
tirely unproved, of having been awake, and conscious of the 
Tiolence of the c<»ok. He had gone below an hour before his 
re-appearance on deck. He may have been in a profound 
deep, and unconscious of the homicide. He was certaii'ly in 
the cabin when the fatal violence was done. His precise po 
aition therein, at the time of the homicide, relatively to the 
deceased, is unknown. When Stock well saw the cook in the 
captain's berth, he sajs, " the mate was in his stateroom, of 
^hicli the door was closed within three or four inches." (His 
fordship here reftirred at great length to the evidence, com- 
Jiiented largel}' thereon, and then concluded as follows :) — 
Douglas's acts and language must be considered in view of 
the following suggestive sentiments of great jurists. 

WillSj in his learned essay on the Principles of CUxumsfan- 
^'aZ Evidence, after remarking that acts of conceahnont, dis- 
guise, flight, and other indications of mental emotion, are 
Usually found in connection with guilt, adds, ** these are in all 
*^heir modifications, indications of /ear ; but it would l)e harsh 
^*ir| unreasonable invariably to interpret them as indications 
^f guilty consciousness." " Doubtless," he continues. ** the 
'^anly carriage of integrity always commands the respect of 
^Hnkind, and all tribunals do homage to the great principle 
^I'om which consistency springs ; but it does not follow, be- 
muse the moral courage and consistency, which geiierally ac- 
company the consciousness of uprightness, raise a presump- 
tion of innocence, that the converse is always true. Men 
^^'o differently constituted as respects both animal and moral 
Courage, and fear may spring from causes very different from 
^hat of conscious guilt; and every man is, therefore, entitled 
^ a candid construction of his words and actions, particu- 
larly if placed in circumstances of great and unexpected 
^'flBculty." The same learned author subjoins this forcible 
observation : — " The consciousness that appearances have 
"^en snspiciouB, even where suspicion has beeii unwarrant- 
^l>le, has sometimes led to acts of conduct apparently incom- 
patible with innocence, and drawn down the unmerited inflic- 
^^On of the highest legal penalty." The following sentiment, 
^^pressed by him, is also true, and applicable strikingly to 
^*^« case under review. He says: — "Every consideration of 
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truth, justice, and prudence requires that, where the guilt of 
the accused is not incontrovortibly estabhshed, however siifl- 
picious liis conduct may have been, he shall be acquitted of 
legal accountability." Again, in a warning voice, he reminds 
UH that Romiliy condemned the execrable maxim of Paley, 
" that he who falls by a mistaken sentence may be considered 
as falling for his country, while he suflfers under the operntion 
of those rules by the general effect and tendency of which 
the welfare of the community is maintained and upheld."— 
WiUs on Circumstantial Eoidence^ 70, 71, 154. 

1 entirely assent to the principle that in criminal casea the 
conduct of the prisoner taken altogether is to be considered 
by the jury, but with this indispensable qualification, namely, 
'' th it, independently of his acts before, at, and afler, the time 
when the crime was committed, proved facts warrant an in- 
ference of his guilt." In this particular case, all the acta and 
words of Douglas on board the Zero at and after the commis- 
sion of the homicide, and all his acts and words after h^ 
reached the shore, should have been placed and weighed in 
the inculpating scale, only in case evidence existed, apani 
/rorw <Acm, to establish per «e a reasonable hy pothesis of his 
complicity in the murder, whilst it excluded every reasonable 
hypothesis of his innocence. That such a condition of cir 
cnmstances, however, is not presented by the evidence, is 
what I believe, and have been endeavoring to show. The 
late learned Chief Justice Shaw of the Supreme Court of 
Massachusetts well understood the rule and the qualificatioD 
to which 1 have adverted. He most sensibly remarked, in 
the celebrated case of Professor Webster, that, where the 
guilt of a prisoner was established by proper and legal evi- 
dence, his conduct and demeanor, at the time of arrest and 
subsequently to the time when the crime mi]>)t have been 
committed, can add no material weight to the testimony, and 
that a case must be veiy weak against a prisoner which re* 
quires such evidence to support it. 

It is quite true that Mr. Baron Parke, in Regina v. Tbtc^ 
who was indicted for the murder of a young woman who had 
been his mistress, told the jury that '' it was for them to de* 
cide whetlier the falsehoods the prisoner had told did not 
show that he was conscious of his guilt of some act that t^ 
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oired concealment," ami also " that tliey were to judge of 
le truth of a case against a person by his conduct taken 
together"; but it is also true that he thus quah'fied and 
larded those instructions. He said : " The untruths were 
aterial matters for their inquiry, bearing in mind that 
3on the evidence there was a very amp! 3 case for grave 
insideration to show that the deceased died of prussic 
:id, and that the prisoner was in the house at the moment of 
at death." The case was not only marked by that fact, but 
r the fact that the prisoner, on the day of the deceased's 
mth, had bought prussic acid, the use of which he attempted 
• explain by stating that he had been in the habit of using it 
r varicose veins, though no proof was given that he had 
ich occasion for its Uf^e. There was the additional circum- 
ance of his having stated to the officer that arrested him 
lat the deceased had, in his presence, poured something 
om a phial into her porter, and that he had left her under 
1 impression that her subsequent illness was feigned, 
nder such circumstances, the facts proved coming so close 
>me to the fact to be proved f one sees the importance of con- 
dering the prisoner's conduct subsequent to the point of 
me when he must have committed the crime if he was the 
Qthor of it. The application of that case to this, as regards 
iferences from subsequent conduct^ fails entirely, simply be- 
ause in this there is a proved agent of the homicide distinct 
'cm the mate, and because, as has been shown, the circum- 
tances relied on by the Crown do not warrant an inference 
r the particular prisoner's complicity in the murder. Such 
n inference would be a violation of the well known rule 
that the facts alleged as the basis of any legal inference 
lust be strictly and indubitably connected with the factum 
robandum.^^ That \^ ise rule was intended, as we are told 
y Mill in his " Logic,^^ to " guard against fallacies of appear- 
Dces and generalization." 

It is the very existence of these "/oHacie* of appearances 
tjd generalization^^ which, in my opinion, strikingly charac- 
drizes the verdict against the mate. Taking all the circnm* 
tances proved to have occurred on board the Zero into 
eview aB a wholei or regarding any one of them singly, 
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there is not one that can be shown to bo " strictly and indu- 
bitably connected with an assumed act of homicide on the patrt 
of Doujjjlas." Viewed in connection with the /acl to be proved, 
there is not one of them that possesses more weight in the 
legal scale of evidence than that of a mere conjecture, or of 
a probability. 

This uniiappy man has unquestionably committed, on board/ 
the vessel in whicli he held command, acts in the highest^j 
degree criminal, acts for the commission of wliich, his fean, 
however well founded, constitute no legal excuse; acts, too,j 
for the perpetration of which it is most desirable that he 
should be punished But he has been convicted not of these, 
but of the crime of murder. In respect of that crime, sab-l 
atantiated, if at all, by circumstantial evidence, there existed, 
in my opinion, when the jury retired to deliberate on the case, 
an hypothesis of his innocence, not a light, trivial, or fancifoM 
supposition, or a remote conjecture, but one which the jary| 
should have regarded as a reasonable hypothesis, prese«tin( 
all the inculpatory facts in proof, as not incompatible witkj 
the innocence of the prisoner, and not incapable of explanikj 
tion on that hypothesis. 

1 am deeply impressed with these learned and philosophies 
words of Mr. Starkiej {Starkie on EMence, Sharswood's edition,' 
p. 760) : " The force of circumstantiil evidence," ho saySjj 
" being exclusive in its nature, and the mere coincidence 
the hypothesis with the circumstances being in the abstract 
insufficient, unless they exclude every other supposition, it i*^ 
essential to inquire, with the most scrupulous attention, what^ 
other hypothesis there may be, which may agree, wholly or^ 
partially, with the facts in evidence." 

This very inquiry I have to the best of ray ability con- 
ducted, and the result under the duty imposed on me, as I' 
conceive, of revising the verdict of the jury convicting' 
Douglas, is the opinion that that conviction must be quashed, 
as there is no legal evidence to sustain it. 

Conviction sustained. 
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TOBIN V. SYMONDS and Another. 

January 3, 1866. 

Wbera ft'T^'Mf'l 18 defamed by the charterere beyond tbe af^reed time for In&diog 
Mi is lost in a storai daring auch detention, the loss of the veaael is too remote a 
HHiqnfnee of the detention to form the aubject of an action ngainat the ohartt rerr 

WbfTH pHft only of a declaration i8 bad, the demurrer ahoald be to that part, and 
fefll to the whole declaration ; and it, in aach a case, the defendant demur to the 
Mile declaration, the Court will give ju'lgment on the demurrer for the plaintiff. 

Action for damages against the charterers of a vessel, for 
pitentioD of the vessel after the agreed time for loading, 
Merehy she was lost in a storm. 

■ Declaration. First count. That in consideration that the 
ipluntiff had promised and agreed, to and with the defendints, 
b proceed with his vessel, the ** Deux Augustes," from Hali- 
WBL aforesaid, to the Acadia mines, in the counter of Cape 
jlreton, and there receive a cargo of coals from and for the 
;eiidant&, and convey the same to Halifax aforesaid, the de- 
tlants promised and agreed to load the said coals on board 
Baid vessel, so soon as the said vessel should arrive at the 
ia mines aforesaid, and pay the plaintiff two dollars per 
dron for the freight and carriage of thesaid coals, on deliv- 
thereot by the plaintiff at Halifax aforesaid. And the plain- 
farther says that, confiding in the said promise and agree- 
Dtof the defendants, he proceeded with the said vessel to 
Acadia mines aforesaid, and arrived there on the 24th 
y of July last, and was ready and willing to receive the 
id cargo of coals on board the said vessel as aforesaid, of 

Mich the defendants had due notice ; but the said defend- 

* 

hits, not regarding their said promise and undertaking, neg- 
peted and refused to h)ad the said coals on board tlie said 
bMsel for a long space of time, to wit, for the space of seven 
jkys, and then loaded on board the said vessel only a portion 
itf the said cargo of coals,, and totally neglected and refused 
^ complete the said cargo, and detained the said vessel for 
|be further period of four days, waiting for the remainder of 
fee eaid cargo, and that during the said four last mentioned 
bye, and by the default and negligence of said defendants,. 



142 TOBIN V. SYMONDS and Akotbsb. 

the said vessel was driven on shore by a violent gale, and be- 
came a total wreck, and was wholly lost to the plaintiff. 

Seoond count. That in consideration that the plaintiff had 
promised and agreed, to and with the defendants, to proceed 
with his vessel, the "Deux Augustes," from Halifax aforesaid 
to the Acadia mines aforesaid, and there receive a cargo of 
coals of and for the defendants, and conve}' the same to Hali- 
fax aforesaid, the defendants promised and agreed to load the 
said vessel with coals in her turn, and to pay tho plaintiff two. 
dollars per chaldron for the freight of the said coals on deiiv 
ery thereof at Halifax aforesaid, and the plaintiff further 
says that he proceeded with the said vessel to the Acadia 
Mines aforesaid, and arrived there on the 24th day of July 
last, and was ready to receive the said coals on board of the 
said vessel, of which the defendants had due notice. Aud 
the plaintiff further says that the defendants took charge of 
the said vessel by their agents and servants, and discharged 
the ballast therefrom, and loaded on board thereof a portion 
of the said cargo of coals, but neglected and wholly refused 
to complete the loading of the said vessel for the space of 
four days, and thereby kept and detained the said vessel at 
the Acadia mines aforesaid. And the plaintiff further says 
that while the said vessel was so detained bv the defendants 
she was driven on shore by a violent gale, and became a.' 
total wreck, and was wholly lost to the plaintiff. And Iw 
claims one thousand dollars damages. 

Demurrer. Because the action is brought to recover 
damages for the loss of a vessel by the perils of the seas, and 
though this loss is alleged to have arisen from the negligence 
and default of the defendants in not supplying her with a 
cargo, as soon as they were bound to do, the damages so 
sought to be recovered are too remote, and are not the nata- 
ral or legal consequences of the conduct of the defendants, 
as set forth in the plaintiff's writ, aud are not such as can 
reasonably or fairly be considered as having been in the coo* 
templcition of the parties to the contract set forth, at the time* 
the said contract was entered into, as a result of the breach 
thereof. 
Juinder iu demurrer. 
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Solicitor General, for defendants. The loss of the vessel \» 
DO remote a consequence of the alleged neglect to be action- 
ble. Mayne on Damages, 5, 8, 15; 9 Exch Rep., 841, 54; 
7 C 5., 21; Broome^ 8 Commentaries, 446; 1 Exch. 410; 
ditto, 45 ; Lindsay on Jurisprudence, 262. The loss of 
he vessel is the gist of the action. The statements as to 
he detention of the vessel are mere introductory averments. 
Cites t»n point of remoteness of damages, 8 Q, B,, 148; 7 
3..B.,918; cites also 4 Exch., 637 ; 5 ditto, 203.) [Young, C.J. 
Zoxx admit that by your neglect and default the vessel was 
letained four days. The question is, has the plaintiff a right 
,0 recover anything for that detention ? If so, there cannot 
>e judgment in your favor.] 

SUznchard, Q. C, contra. The loss of the vessel may be 
itruck out of both counts, and a substantial cause of action 
itill remains. What then remains will be in accordance with 
the form of a count for demurrage, as given in the Prac- 
iice Act (Rev. Statutes, ch. 134, p. 5C4). It is no ground of 
iemurrer to the whole breach of a covenant that the plaintiff 
is not entitled to recover the special damage alleged. 
i B. dt Aid., 712. If the declaration is good in part and bad 
m part, and the defendant demur to the whole declaration, 
the plaintiff shall have judgment for that part which is good. 
2 Saunders, 379 ; 5 Dowl., 317. The detention of a vessel 
beyond the agreed time for loading is a substantial cause 
>f action, McLachlan on Shipping, 445. 

E. H. Harrington, on the same side. The defendant should 
)nly demur to the defective assignment of the breach, or the 
insufficient count ; if he were to demur to the whole declara- 
tion, the Court would give judgment against him. Chitly on. 
Pleading, 696. 

Solicitor General, in reply. The form given in the Prac- 
tice Act of a count for demurrage states so many days, at so 
sinch a day, •te. ; in fact sets out a regular contract. That 
is not done here. [Young, C. J. The forms in the Practice 
A.ct uro merely examples. See section 54.] 

Cur. adv. vult. 
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youNO, C. J., now delivered the judgment of the Court. 

There is little doubt that the real purpose for which th^ 
action was brought was to recover I he value of the vesste ; 
Mr. Hlanchard, however, admitted at the argument that th^, 
loss of ttie vessel, whether it occurred as stated in the dect^. 
ration or not, was too remote a damage to form the suhjoct of 
the action. The case now then turns solely on the qnestion 
of pleading, whether the declaration is sustainable whore 
part of it is bad, and the whole demurred to. The rule is, 
that where part of a count is sufficient and the residue is 
not, if the defendants demur generally to the whole count, 
the plaintiff will have judgment, provided the matters alleged 
are divisible in their nature, as in Pinkney v. Inhabitants of 
East Hundred^ 2 Saunders, 379, where the plaintiff declared in 
one count on the statute of hue and cry for taking his money, 
and also " certain goods in the custody of the plaintiflF," with- 
out averring the goods to be his, and the defendants de- 
murred to the whole count; but the plaintiff had judgment 
as to the money, aud entered a remittU damna for the goode. 
The form of such a demurrer is given in 1 Saunders, 108-9; 
where it was put in to the defective part of a breach, ao^ 
issue in fact as to the other part. Here the demurrer in fact 
is to the claim for the loss of the ship, which is in the nature 
of special damage, and, though it was no doubt intended ^ 
the most material part, cannot technically be called the gi^^ 
or foundation of the action. See on this point Amory v. Br^ 
d'rick, 5 B. & Ald.^ 712 ; Robinson v. Marchant, 7 Q. B., 91^- 
The rule is diflerent with a plea or replication which is e^^" 
tire, and if bad in part is bad for the whole. There the d^ 
murrer should be to the whole plea or replication. Cliitty (^^ 
Pleading, 697. We think, therefore, that as there is a sot' 
stantial cause of action alleged in part of the declaration 
that the demurrer to the whole declaration cannot be su^ 
tained. 

Judgment £br plainti^ 

Attorney for plaintiff, E. H. Harrington. 

Attorney for defendants. Solicitor Oeneral, 
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TANCRED V. O'MULLIN and Another. 

Janicary 3, 1866. 

A wife in the presence, and with the apparent assent, of her hasband, gave a 
S<^ chain (which he had previously presented to her) to la third party, in trast 
for their child, an infant six years old. 

Heldt — A valid gift inter vivos binding the hosband, and that he could not 
ftfter the wife's death recover possession of it in an action against the third par- 
ty, either in his own right or as the guardian of the child. 

Repleyin for a gold chain. Pleas. 1. Not the plaintiff's 
g:oods. 2. Did not unjustly detain, etc. 3. The goods were 
the goods of the defendants, or of one of them. The re- 
naaining plea was a plea of lien, which was not adverted to 
at the argument, and on which no question was raised. 

At the trial before Wilkins, J., at Halifax, in October, 1865,. 
a verdict passed for the plaintiff, with nominal damages, sub- 
ject to the opinion of the Court, with power to the Court to 
enter a verdict for the defendants, or order a non-suit. 

The material facts are sufficiently set out in the judgment 
of the Court. 

Blanchardy Q. 6\, for defendants. The plaintiff had no- 
property in the chain after the gift to the wife in December, 
1862. Even if he had, his assent to the delivery of it to 
defendant's wife divested him of all right to the control or- 
possession of it. 2 SwanstoUj 92; 9 Vesey, 369; Mewa v. 
^ew8, 15 Beav., 529,8. C, 21 English Law and Equity 
Reports, 556 ; 17 Beavan, 566; 3 Atkim^ 394; Grant v. Grani, 
^2 Law Times Reports, N. S., 721. 

Ousdej/f contri. There is no equitable plea on the record. 
^ vised Statutes, chap 124, sec. 43, requires a defendant who 
^^ an equitable defence, to plead it by saying *' for defence 
^ equitable grounds." That has not been done in this case, 
*^intiff had clearly a legal right. The plaintiff gave the* 
10 
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chain to the wife, merely that she might wear it, not that ah 
could alien it. The evidence does not show an absolat 
gift of the chain to the wife, — it was in the husband's poj 
session when she was on her death-bed. 

W, A, Johnston follows on the same side. The action ha 
been brought as a common law action, and defended as sucb 
and the defendant has now no right to an equitable de 
fence. 1 call on your lordships to decide on section 43, jus 
referred to. (Cites 1 Williams on Executors, 681, 685) 
There is an important distinction between gifts by a husbaDc 
to a wife of paraphernalia, and of other things ; for she ma; 
dispose absolutely of the former, but not of the latter. Th 
chain in this case is part of her paraphernalia. WiUiams c 
Personal Property, 294 ; 1 Roper on Husband and Wife, 16E 
Paraphernalia, at the death of the wife, descend to the huj 
band. 2 Roper, 141 ; 2 Black. Com., 436 ; 2 Atkins, 104. - 
wife cannot dispose of paraphernalia. Roberts on Equitm 
160, 240. Gifts by a husband are paraphernalia ; by 
stranger, are separate property of the wife. To constitute 
gift by a husband to a wife there must be a clear, irrevocabl 
gift to a trustee for her benefit. The fact of the husban* 
having taken possession of the chain, after he had given it t* 
her in 1862, shows that the gift was not irrevocable. In 
Metos V. Mews the words in this case were used, hut they wer^ 
held not sufficient. (Cites 12 English Law and Equity Rep^ 
144 ; 2 Spence, 501, 502, 507, 510 ; 2 Ram on Assets, 112, 165 
Smithes Manual of Equity, 423 ; 8 Eng. Law and Eq. Rep,, 141.^ 
In Orant v. Chrant the gift was perfected by the death of the 
husband. Actual delivery is essential to every gift,* and there 
must be the assent of both parties. 2 KenVs Com., 601. Ic 
all the cases the contest was between the wife and the repre- 
sentatives of the husband. (Cites 2 WiUiams on Executors. 
1062 ; Bacon^s Abridgment, B. 6.) It is clear that the plaintifl 
is entitled to the chain, either in his own right or as the guar- 
dian of his child. There is a distinction between our Act 
(Revised Statutes, chap. 112, sec. 3) whi-^h gives the powec 
to a married woman to make a will, and the English Act. 

• This is no loDger the law. See Winter T. WinUr, 1 Best it Smith, 997.^ 
tRsp, 
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Blanchardf Q. C, in reply. The strong point in this case 
13 the hu3band\s acquiescence in the gift to Mrs. O^Mulh'n 
for the benefit of the child. Mrs. Smith was called by the 
plaintiff, and this is material in showing the plaintiff's assent. 
The evidence shows that the wife gave the property to Mrs. 
O'Mullin, and not to the husband, as trustee for her child. 
Under all the circumstances, the gift is as valid as if the hus- 
band had with his own hands given it to Mrs. O'Mullin, The 
defendants have no desire to get the chain, or the value of it. 
(Cites Revised Statutes, chapter 127, sec. 21). Parapher- 
nalia must be suitable to the rank of the husband. 2 Black- 
^one^s Uom,^ 435 ; Williams on Personal Property, 293. 

TV. A. Johnston cites 5 Exch., 388; 2 JU. dk K 184; 2 
Barej 45. 

Cur. adv, vult. 

Young, C. J., now delivered the judgment of the Court. 
This was an action of replevin for a gold chain given by a 
Soldier to his wife. The chain seems to have been in the 
*^8tnd8 of the wife for some time before her death, but it ap- 
pears that the husband had afterwards and during her life- 
^'nio taken possession of it, and used it for purposes which 
®l^© did not approve. On her death-bed she asked her hus- 
*^^nd for the chain, and on his producing it she gave it to Mrs. 
^'MuUin, the wife of one of the defendants. Mrs. O^Mullin's 
^^stimony on this point is as follows : *' Mrs. Tancred on her 
^^ath bed asked her husband, ' where was her chain.' He 
Produced it. She said, ' give it to Mrs. O^Mullin.' Address- 
'^g me, she said, 'you keep the chain, Mrs» O'MuUin, for 
^^*ll take it away again.' I retained it. It was never de- 
^^Uded of me. I gavt^ it to Patrick (one of the defendants) 
^"l^en 1 came home that night. She lived about a fortnight 
^*ter this." Then we have the evidence of Mrs. Smith, who 
^^ys:— "I nursed Mrs. Tancred; I was present when the 
^*^^in was handed over by Mrs. Tancred. She asked for it, 
,^4 her husband produced it by her desire. She, addressing 
^^^B. O'Mullin, said, ' Take this chain, and then if I get better, 
^^II and good ; if not, my little Polly is to have it.' Mrs, 
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O'Mullin received it, and took it away. Sergt. Westcott Las 
the child, who is about six years old. Mrs. Tancred died on 
Saturday week after the Thursday when the chain was de- 
livered. Plaintiff, when he produced the chain, said, * Here, 
Polly, is vour chain.' " 

The learned Judge who tried the cause called the attentiocrr:::^ 
of the counsel at the trial to a recent case {Orant v. Grant 
12 Law Times Rep., N. S., 721), which seems to decide tlu 
a wife has a more extensive power over articles transferrer 
to her by her husband than has been hitherto supposed. 

We are pleased to find that we are not obliged to revie 
that question, as it does not arise in this case, uor the poim^ t; 
about paraphernalia which was taken at the argument. He -m.*^ 
it appears clearly that the wife on her death bed, in tb:m^ 
presence and with the assent of her husband, delivered tl :mC3 
chain to a trustee for the benefit of their child. Weh(^l^ 
that under these circumstances, even supposing the title 
the chain at that time to be in him, the delivery above m^ 
tioned bound him as a gift inier vivos. It appears from 
Parsons on Contracts, 201, that a gift by a competent par 
made perfect by delivery and acceptance is irrevocable 
the donor, though if it be prejudicial to existing creditors i* 
is as a transfer without consideration void as to them. I^ 
therefore, the husband had himself given the chain to tl:*^ 
trustee, the gift would have been irrevocable. The sanca^ 
doctrine will be found in 2 M. & O., 691, note a., and in W^^^ 
Hams on Personal Property j 33, and 2 Blackstone's Com,, 4A !• 
We, therefore, hold the gift in this case a gift inter vivos. -A^ 
it appears, however, that the defendants have really no i^ 
terest in the chain, we direct that it be brought into Coa.rt 
and held for the benefit of the child. 

Judgment for dtfendanls^ 

Attorney for plaintiff, J. S. Weeks. 

Attorney for defendants, Blanchard, Q. C. 
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AUSTIN V. BOONE. 

January 3, 1866. 

Where a party enters into a written agreement under seal for the sale for a cer- 
tain amoant of all his right, tille, share, and interest in a certain basiness, evi- 
dence is inadmisjtible to prove a prior verbal agreement for the gale of the " good 
'W^ill " of the business for a sum in addition to the amount so specified in the writ- 
ten agreement. 

X^indley v. Lacey, 11 Law Times Rep., N. S., 273, distinguished. 

-A.SSUMPSIT. Declaration. First count. That the defendant 
is indebted to plaintiff in the sum of $200 for the good-will 
of a. business of the plaintiff, sold and given up by the plain- 
tiff to the defendant. Second count. After stating a former 
P^irtnership between the parties in the business of livery- 
Qtjxble keepers, that *•' in consideration that the plaintiff would 
yield up his share and interest therein, and would retire 
•""orn the said business and permit the defendant to carry on 
*lio said business in the plaintifTs stead, the defendant prom- 
^s^d the plaintiff to pay him the sum of $200, and all the con- 
ditions necessary to entitle the plaintiflF to be paid the said 
^^rn of $200 have been fulfilled, yet the said defendant has 
^ot paid the same.'* The other counts were the coinmon 
^oney counts. 

Pleas. 1. Never indebted. 2. After reciting the partner- 
ship and an agreement between the parties to dissolve the 
Same, that by certain articles under the seals of the parties, 
the plaintiflF, in consideration of $2400, assigned to defendant 
^'all the right, title, share, and interest of the plaintiflf in the 
business of livery and hack-stable keepers theretofore carried 
on between the parties under the name and style of * Boone 
and Austin,' " and defendant thereby agreed to pay plaintiflf 
the said sum of $2400 (setting out the mode and times of pay- 
ment), and plaintiflF thereby agreed not to enter into the said 
business in opposition to the defendant, so long as he (de- 
fendant) should continue in business therein, and defendant 
avers that he has paid plaintiflF the said sum according to the 
said articles, and has in all respects fulfilled his said agree- 
ment. 3. Did not promise as alleged. 
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At the trial before Wilkins, J., at Halifax, in October, 1861 
the plaintiff, who wa« the only witness examined, proved tlu 
the defendant, independently of the sea'ed articles, verbally 
agreed to pay him $200 " as a bonus for the good-will of th ^ 
establishment that he had assigned to him/' Ho fnrthf^ i 
proved that the agreement was private, and made before tli^ e 
execution of the articles, and that after the execution crr^f 
them, and when defendant was about leaving the Province fc^^r 
New Brunswick, he askod him (plaintiff) to give him time fcn^r 
the payment of the $200, to which plaintiff agreed. PlaintS ff 
also proved that it was not until after defendant's retuKi^D 
from New Brunswick that ho for the first time repudiated tine 
above-mentioned verbal agreement. Plaintiff concluded 1^ is 
testimony by saying, "I have performed all my condition. «. 
but he has not paid me the $200." 

The sealed articles were put in evidence, and proved a 
transfer by plaintiff to defendant, for the sum of $2400, of ** Orll 
his right, title, share, and interest in the business of livdr"y 
and hack-stable keeper, &c.," as set out in the second pte^- 

The learned Judge, on motion of the Solicitor General r<of 
the defendant, directed a non-suit. His lordship observe? ^* 
that he thought it was impossible to consider that the subject ^ 
matter of the alleged verbal contract was not in the minds €^*' 
the parties, at the times of preparing and executing the t07'itl^ ^ 
contract, since the latter, instead of being collateral to, C 
distinct from the former, was of the very substance of i 
namel}', the amount of compensation that the plaintiff was t 
receive and the defendant to give for the transfer of tb 
plaintiff's interest in the common concern of livery and hacl^^"" 
stable keepers. His lordship further remarked that i 
appeared to him, therefore, that the articles must be cone: ^ 
sidered to contain and express the whole convention of th^^^ 
parties. 

His lordship subsequently, as the plaintiff's counsel, Mr- 
Cochran, had submitted to the non-suit from deference to hii 
opinion, granted a rule nwi to set aside the judgment of non- 
suit and for a new trial. 

This rule now (Dec. 23, 1865) came on for argument. 

Cochran, in support of rule. The point is whether there 
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7 not be a cotemporaneous collateral verbal agreement in 
ition to a written agreement. I am aware of the general 
iciple which excludes parol evidence to affect a written 
ecment, but this case is an exception. The defendant's 
eement is in addition and collateral to the agreement 
ler seal. Taylor on Evidence^ sec. 1049. The question 
uld have been left to the jury. Lindley v. Lacey, 11 Law 
nes Rep., N. S., 273 ; 4 fl! (fe jV., 1 ; 4 Bing., 459 ; 5 Law 
mes Reports, N, iS'.,489, 8. 6% 11 0. B., N. 8., 369 ] 6 El. dt 
, 370 ; 7 ditto, 503 ; 17 G. jB., 625. 

Solicitor General, contra. The rule is clear that parol 
dence will not be admitted to vary or add to a written con- 
3t. If this case is not within that rule, I do not know 
it cases are within it. Taylor on Evidence^ sections 1046, 
5 ; 2 Blackstone'a Rep., 1250 ; 1 Greerdeaf on Evidence, 
; Levi on Mercantile Law, 92 ; Browne on Frauds, 428 ; 
'om's Commentaries, 286 ; Addison on Contracts (1st 
. 159. 

Cochran, in reply. (Cites 12 East. 578). The good-will 
k business is a distinct thing from a share or interest in it. 
arton-s Law Dictionary, 331. 

Cur, adv. vult. 

B^iLKiNS, J., now (Jan. 3, 1866) delivered the judgment 
he Court. 

Mie plaintiff gave no evidence of his having done any act 
h a view to, or of which the effect would be, to assure to 

defendant any advantage to which he would not bo en- 
ad from the legal operation of the sealed articles. It is 
B, he proved, generally, " that he performed all his oondi- 
18," but as he made an averment to that effect in the 
ond part of his writ, and in particular relation, not to the 
re transfer of a " good-will " in a strict sense, but in 
ms, to his engagement ''to yield up his share and interest in 

parti(}ular business, and to his retiring from that business, 
I permitting the defendant to carry it on," the general 
dence produced must be held to have been given to main* 
% that averment. 
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Thus, then, the plain tiflF not having either alleged in -^_^jg 
writ, or made it appear in evidence, that he, in consid^ -^•^ 
tion of the alleged verbal promise, did anything for def^ ^Mr^d- 
ant, beside what he was bound to do by the articles^ "tlje 
verbal engagement would be void, as having no considerat ion 
to support it. And, of course, if it were void, the ciro iiinj. 
stance of plaintiff^s having, at defendant's request,* givea cle- 
fendant time for the performance of it, could not set -the 
void contract up. The general rule of evidence applicable to 
this case is incontrovertible, to the effect, that where the c con- 
tracting parties have committed the terms of the contract to 
writing, especially a writing under seal, an averment ^J 
either of the parties as to what was said or understood p ^^' 
viously to, or contemporaneous with, the written contract, ^* 
excluded. Putting out of the question fraud which avo:^^^^ 
everything, it may be doubted whether any authority can "® 



produced of a real exception to this long established ru^^^^* 
Seeming exceptions there undoubtedly are ; but, before ct-^^"* 
sidering these, I must observe that if ** good-will " in a str^ ^"^^ 
sense is in its nature a distinct thing from the subject matr^ ^®'' 
of plaintiff's stipulations expressed in the articles — a propcr:^^''"' 
tion not very easy perhaps to be maintained — it is impossih:^:^'^; 
looking at the writ, to suppose that the plaintiff himself so 
regarded it. If he had so viewed it, all that he has ^et 
out in the second branch of his case — the special contract re- 
lied on- -was unnecessary, because it was all expressed ^m,\\^ 
provided for in the articles, and because it is, undeniabl>^, a 
mere abstract of the contract embodied in them; and wfjat 
makes this the more striking is, that in the second part of 
the writ the plaintiff, after stating the substance of the g^^" 
eral contract as it is expounded in the articles, and after 
averring his general performance, concludes by stating tha* 
in consideration of the benefit that defendant would derive 
from thai 'performance^ the dofendaht promised to pay, not 
the $2400, but the $200 claimed in this action. 

It was argued that the case should have been left to tb^ 
jury ; but there is no controverted fact in the case, aix ^ 
therefore nothing on which the jury could pass. lAndley ^^' 
Lacet/j 11 Law Times Rep., N. S., 273, was relied on, on th:^* 
point ; but it has nothing in common with this case. In tb^ *' 
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e the fourth count, which was the material one, stated that 
it was agreed, by and between the plaintiff and the defendant, 
-ttat in consideration that the plaintiff would enter into the 
'written agreement (previously set out) the defendant would 
settle the action of Uhase against Lindley, Verbal negoci- 
ations had taken place between the parties before the 
written agreement was entered into, and plaintiff proved 
that in the course of those ho addressed defendant, and 
said, "Am T to understand that Chase's bill is settled? 
That is the ground work of the whoW^ Defendant said it 
should be settled. This, which took place on the 4th July, 
'Was corroborated by one Taylor, but the fact of such a ques- 
tion and such an answer as that just stated was controverted, 
and, therefore, it was put by the learned Judge to the jury. 
Observe, the written agreement was not executed until the 
6 th of July. It contained no reference to Chase's bill, and, 
as soon as it was executed, the defendant said that he should 
not take up Chase's bill. Erie, C. J., left it to the jury to 
say whether the agreement was entirely reduced to writing, 
or whether there was a parol agreement {that respecting 
Chase's action) besides the written agreement The opinions 
of Erie, C. J., and of Byles, J., show the following points dis- 
tinguishing that case from this : 1st — There was in proof a 
complete consideration for the defendant's verbal promise to 
settle Chase's action. 2nd — There was an agreement distinct 
from, and collateral to, the written contract, on the part of 
defendant, viz., to settle that action, 3rd — The Court decided 
fbat it was the intention of the parties to have a distinct 
Agreement, collateral to the written agreement. Nothing can 
^ore clearly shew the exceptional character of Lindley v. 
^cey than these observations of Byles, J. He says, ** The 
prior collateral agreement was not interfered with by the 
subsequent written agreement ;'' again, ** It is clear that the 
^ter contract was not intended to refer to the bill ;" and 
^gnin, " Independently of this, the taking up of the bill was 
^^ be the foundation of the agreement, and evidence of it is 
^^naissible as being the parol condition on which the tvritten 
^eement depended J^ A reference to the writte^n contract in 
^Jidley V. Lacey^ in contrast with the defendant's verbal 
*"pulation respecting Chase's bill, will show that the subject 
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matter of the former was perfectly diBtinct from the siibj^t^c 
matter of the latter. In the particular case, on the contra yj^ 
the verbal contract and the written contract have a comrr^oi? 
relation to the transfer by plaintiff to defendant of all his ink- 
rest in a particular branch of business, and to the amouni 
of compensation that the plaintiff was to receive from the 
defendant for that transfer. 

Harris v. Rickett, 4 H. & N., 1, was also cited by Mr. Cochran. 
but it is sufficient to remark respecting it, that in that case 
the Court decided that the verbal contract could not have 
been in the contemplation of the parties at the execuiion 
of the written agreement. In contrast with that case, I 
apprehend it is impossible for this Court, adverting to the 
verbal contract and to the written one, to believe that when 
the latter was executed, the former, if real and genuine, 
could have been absent from the thoughts of the contracting 
parties. Tlie very recital ot the provisions in the articles 
adjusting the amount of the plaintiff's compensation for his 
transfer therein stated, could not, in the nature of things, but 
force on the minds and memories of the parties to the articles 
the co-existing verbal agreement, 

" Why then," it may be asked, " was it not incorporated?" 
Sogers v. Hadley et ol., 9 Law Times Rep., N. S., 292, was 
not referred to at the argument. It is an interesting case, 
because it shows that, though parties executed a formal writ- 
ten Rgroement, it was competent to show that it was not in- 
tended to operate as an agreement evidencing a subsisting con' 
tract. We refer to it because it recognizes the general prin- 
ciple of merger of all previous negociations and stipulations 
in a subsequent written agreement. Bramwell, B., paid 
(p. 294), " Where parties have put dpwn in writing the agree- 
ment between them — or rather I ought to say where they 
have professed to put down in writing the agreement be- 
tween them — they cannot add to it, or subtract from it, or 
vary it in any way, as otherwise they would defeat that 
which was their primary intention in putting it down in writ- 
ing." Channel, B., said (p. 295), "I quite agree that whore 
parties sign or otherwise adopt a written instrument, which 
they mean and tinderstand to be the terms of the agreement 
between them, they cannot by parol evidence alter the terms 
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that instrument." Pollock, C. B., said, suggestively to 
3 case (p. 294), *' My brother Wilde, in the course of the 
nmont, has very properly observed that this is not a case 
ere it is proposed to alter, by parol, a real contract entered 
3 between the parties / it is not a case where (hey have 
ted to somdhingj and then they propose to prove by parol 
t they agreed to something more, or something Zess." Now, 
8 undeniable, we think, that, truly and substantially, what 
J plaintiflF contends for is, that what the defendant con- 
cted to pay him for a transfer of his subsisting interest in 
1 joint concern of hack and livery stable keeping was $200 
excess of the sum stipulated to be paid therefor by the articles 
ier seal. We cannot give effect to ^/io^ without an unau- 
>rized departure from a wise and established rule of law. 
is rule must, therefore, be discharged. 

Ii*de discharged. 
Attorney for plaintiflF, Cochran. 
^.ttorney tor defendant, Solicitor General. 



TEMPLE AND Others v. McDONALD. 

January S, 1866. 

Vhere a vendor lets a vendee into possession of lands on a contract which after 
Is goes off, he cannot recover for use and occapation. 

lSSUMPSIT for the use and occupation of lands of the plain- 

the particulars being as follows: 

Two years' use and occupation of one half of our farm 

at the Gore, at $24 per year $48 00. 

lea (among others) that the " plaintiflfs put defendant in 
jession of the farm in their writ mentioned under an 
jement between them to purchase, which plaintiflFs re- 
>d and neglected to fulfil on their part," &c. 
t the trial before Wilkins, J., at Halifax, in October, 1&65^ 
following facts appeared in evidence. The farm in ques- 

had been deeded originally to the plaintiflF, Alexander 



156 TEMPLE AND Others t;. McDONALD. 

Temple, and his deceased brother, who was drowned shortlf 
after they purchased, and of whom the other plaintiflFs were 
the heirs. Alexander Temple had agreed with the defendant 
and his brother James, to sell them the farm for £160. The 
contract of s/ilo was merely verbal. The defendant and his 
brother James purchased together, but they went into pos- 
session of distinct portions hy a division made between them- 
selves at the time, and continued to occupy for two years. 
They promised to complete the arrangement for the par- 
chase, but did not do so. James McDonald died, and then 
the place was given up, the defendant refusing to take it 
after his brother's death. It appeared that during their oc- 
cupation the defendant and his brother James had cut down 
timber on the place, and cut the hay. Prom the cross exami- 
nation of one of the plaintiffs' witnesses, it seemed that de- 
fendant had said he was ready and willing to carry out his 
part of the contract, and would take half the premises, but, 
on account of his brother's death, could not complete the 
purcliase of the whole. Before the trial Alexander Temple 
sold the farm to other parties for X160. 

The defendant was not examined at the trial, and called no 
witiiesscr?, but ho put in a letter to himself from Mr. Janies, 
the partner of the plaintiffs' attorney, in which Mr. James 
says that Mr. Temple is willing to allow him (defendant) to 
abandon tlio purchase, if he pays rent. 

The learned Judge non-suited the plaintiffs, on the ground 
that there was no tenancy such as would support the action 
for use and occupation. 

A rule nisi having been taken out, under the Statute, to set 
aside the judgment of non-suit, and for a new trial, it now 
(Dec. 22, 1865) came on for argument. 

JameSf in support of the rule. There was no valid and sub- 
sisting contract of sale. The defendant repudiates the sale 
as invalid, and yet he sets it up in this case. He was tenant 
at will to the plaintiff, and the plaintiff must be considered 
as his landlord. Wherever a party occupies lands under 
another, and there is no valid contract of sale, the law ini- 
plies a contract to pay rent. The defendant is the tenant 
of the plaintiff, not of a third party, and he did not 
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jssession under deception, nor under a title found to be bad. 
C\ dt P., 589; 8 ditto, 389. Implied contracts rest on 
[iiity. The contract here rests on permissive occupation. 
JU. & JF., 700 ; Cole on EJectmerd, 59 ; 4 5. cfe Ad., 596 ; 
Price, 157; Tudor^a Leading Cases, p. 10 ; 1 Q, B., 854; 
A. & K, 853 ; 8 iJ/. cfe W., 118 ; 2 Taunt, 145 ; PeaJces' Nisi 
*nus Oases f 253. 

Blanchard, Q, C, contra. The equities are not all on one 
ide. The defendant was willing to carry out the contract, 
ut could not, on account of the death of his brother. The 
ontract was a joint one. The plaintiff sues defendant for 
iie rent of only one half of the farm. In 6 Price, 157, the 
laintiff was cheated by the defendant, and it was on that 
round that it was held that the plaintiff could recover for 
be use and occupation. (Cites 2 Starkie, 419 ; Roscoe, 245-6 ; 
Uwyn's Nisi Prius, 1393, 1388 ; 6 T. 5., 452 ; 7 Q. B., 
U, 619 ]\2M.& W.J 426 ; HoWs Nisi Prius, 47.) [Wilkins, 
. I suppose that the difficulty is as stated in Howard v. 
^haw, 8 M. <& W., 118, that you cannot convert a contract for 
ale into a contract for rent, and that does not depend on 
''hether it was a valid contract or not, if the parties believed 
• to be such.] Yes, the Courts will not imply a contract of 
fie kind when the parties themselves have made a contract 
fa different kind. 

James, in reply. (Cites Chitty^s Equity Digest, Title, 
Jterest.) 

Cur. adv, vult. 

Young, C. J., now delivered the judgment of the Cou 
fter stating the facts, his lordship said : In this case i ) 
erits are with the plaintiffs, but the difficulty is the ques ii 

law. It appears that the defendant and his brother i- 
red into possession of the land under a contract to purchi 
lere was no contract to pay rent, and without such co 
ict, express or implied, it is impossible to compel them to 
y it. We have looked into all the cases with a view to 
stain the action, if possible, but we do not think we can do 

consistently with the law. From Hall v. Vaughan, 1 C. 
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& P. 501, noto c, it appoara that tho Conrt of Exchequer 
hold in Michaohnas Term, 59 George 3, that tho vendor raiglit, 
in cases where the contract went off without fault on his part, 
and th« occupation hud been beneficial to the vendee, recover 
compensation for such occupation. That is a decision ex- 
pressly in favor of the plaintiffs, but it is not sustained by the 
later cases. In Howard v. Shaw, 8 M. & W., 118, Lord 
Abinger said (page 122): "While the defendant occupied 
under a valid contract for the sale of the property to him, he 
could not be considered as a tenant. The parties could not 
convert the contract for purchase into a contract of tenancy, 
nor, while the former was pending, infer another of a dif- 
ferent nature." In Winterbottom v. Ingham, 7 Q. B., 611, 
619, it was held that where tho vendee of an estate sold by 
auction has been suffered to enter upon and hold the prem- 
ises while the title was under investigation, and the contract 
lias been afterwards determined for want of title, the vendor 
cannot on these grounds only recover for use and occupation, 
although a jury find that the occupation has been beneficial. 
Lord Denman, C. J., in that case, said : " The defendant cer- 
tainly was considered both by himself and the plaintifiFas 
purchaser, not as tenant ; and the plaintiff cannot convert 
him into an occupier, liable to pay for his occupation, by his 
own wrongful act in not completing the contract of sale." 
Under the authority of these last two cases, and the doubt 
expressed in Smithes Leading Ccuea, 76 a, and Boscoe's Nisi 
Prius, 245-6, we feel ourselves obliged, though reluctantly, 
to decide that the plaintiffs cannot recover in this case. 

Bule discharged.* 

Attorney for plaintiff, J. O. Foster, 

Attorney for defendant, BUxnchard^ Q. C. 



* TempU and others ▼. Scott and another, being another action bj the 
plainti£b against the exeoators of James McDonald for his ose and occupation of tlM 
other half of the farm, was determined by the deoisioD in the above reported caie.— 
RftP. 
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3ATTLEMAN and Others v. McKENZIE and Others. 

January 3, 1866. 

!^ special verdict in ejectment had been taken for plaintiff) by consent, subject 
he opinion of the Court. It appeared at the argument that the action had been 
ight in the name of some only of the individual members of a corporation, and 
in the name of the corporation itself. 

Held (Young C. J., dissenting), that the verdict must be set aside, with coett 
:riHl and of argument, and that an amendment without a new trial, as granted 
Boutilier v. Knock (ante p. 77), would not be allowed, the amendment in 
t CHse without a new trial being granted solely on account of its peculiar cir- 
DBtaDces. 

A new trial was granted, with leave to the plaintiffs to amend by adding the 
mes of other plaintiffs. 

Ejectment for lands in Victoria county. Plea, denying 
e right to the possession, <fec. 

At the trial before Dodd, J., at Baddeck, in October, 1865, 
appeared that the plaintiffs claimed under a grant from the 
rown (which was put in evidence), dated 10th Sept , 1862, to 
lemaelves as trustees of the Presbyterian Church at Boular- 
irie. The dispute appeared really to be between this 
burch and the Church of Scotland. The defendants alleged 
lattrnstees of the Church of Scotland had taken possession of 
lands in 1829, by authority ot Mr. Crawley, then Surveyor 
eneral for Cape Breton, and that they (defendants) had 
>ld under these trustees for 19 years before action brought, 
seemed, however, that two of these trustees afterwards 
>carae connected with the Free Church, and subsequently 
ith the Presbyterian Church of the Lower Provinces, and 
-re plaintiflFs in this action. Kev. James Eraser, a witness 
^ the plaintiflFs, testified that, though a minister of the 
iarch of Scotland when he arrived in Boularderie, he was 
1843, '44 and '45 a minister of the Free Church, and that 
3 husband (since deceased) of one of the defendants, and 
ilier of the other defendants, went into possession for the 
8t time in 1845, by his permission and that of his congre- 
tioii.* The defendants' counsel moved tor a non-suit, on the 

* Considerable evidence was given with regard to the possession of the defend- 
I, and its character, bat as the case was decided od another point, it is onnecesaary 
cport Uiifl eridenod.— BiP« 
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ground tliat the Crown was out of possession for forty 
years before the grant passed to plaintiffs, and that, therefore^ 
the grant passed for nothing ; and that there were no suck, 
persons as those named in the grant. 

The learned Judge declined to non-suit, but reserved th^ ^^- 
points, and, on his recommendation, a verdict passed for th» .^- ^ 
plaintiffs, subject to the opinion of the Court upon the whoL^^i 
case, with power to direct a non-suit or a verdict for the d^ ^^ 
fendants, or that the present verdict should stand, — the Couk- jri 
also to have the power to draw conclusions of fact from th-^cne 
evidence in the same manner that a jury might. 



W. A, Johnstoriy for defendants. (Cites Prov. Act of 18dHK=D7, 
chap. 52. This Act incorporates "the trustees appoint^-^ed 
by the congregation of the Great Bras d'Or and of Man— of- 
War Point, Boularderie, in connection with the Free Chur ch 
of Nova Scotia on the 8th and 9th July, 1851, namely Don< — mid 
McDonald, &c., [ten persons are named, among whom ^^re 
Murdoch Battleman and the other five plaintiffs] and th^^isir 
successors in oflSce, by the name of the * Trustees of the Fi — ee 
Church Congregation of Boularderie ; ' and vests in them -^U 
real and personal estate then belonging to those congre^^a- 
tions. The second section of this Act declares that the p^csr- 
sons who at any time subscribed, or caused their names to ^^ 
subscribed, or may from time to time subscribe, are the ccr^n- 
gregations of the Free Church of Boularderie, accordi^cng 
to the congregational book under the ministerial charge of 
the Rev. James Fraser, and his successors in office, to ^^ 
elected according to the rules of the Free Church of No "^* 
Scotia for the time being. The plaintiffs here have not sued ^^ 
their corporate name, but in the name of some of the in ^^ 
vidual members of the corporation. The trustees formi ^^? 
the corporation are named in the Act of 1857, and only^^^ 
of them are made plaintiffs in this action. The Crown h^' 
no power to grant in 1862, because it had been out of p<:>' 
session. (Cites Prov, Act of 1862, chap. 68. This Act recite 
that the two bodies of Christians known as the Presbyteri^ 
Church of Nova Scotia and the Free Church of Nova Scot J 
were in the year 18C0 united into one, by the name of tl 
Presbyterian Church of the Lower Provinces of British Nor 
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k.merica. It then proceeds to vest ia the congregations of 
he latter body all property, real or personal, hitherto belong- 
ng to the congregations of the two first named bodies. 
?ho Act also provider that conveyances of any lands or 
eal estate heretofore made to trustees, or to trustees and 
heir successors, for the use of any congregation, " now or 
lereafter to be in connection with the united body," shall be 
leemed valid conveyances in fee simple, notwithstanding that 
tie heirs of the trustees are not named, and notwithstanding 
liat the manner of appointing successors is not provided in 
iiach conveyance.) 

Blanchardf Q. C, contri. The trustees were in possession 
>efore they became a corporate body. They represent the 
Free Church, and the defendants took possession under the 
"epresentatives of that Church. (Cites Grant on Corporations ' 
53.) Chapter 50 of the Revised Statutes gives a congrega 
-ion power to incorporate themselves. (Cites 4 Leonard, 
190.) If the action is not brought in the names of the proper 
parties I would ask the Court to allow an amendment, as was 
3one in the case of Boutilier v. Knock. 

W. A. Johnston, in reply. 

Cur. adv. vidt. 
The Court now delivered judgment. 

Young, C. J. In this case I have the misfortune to differ 
from my Brethren. It appears that some thirty years ago, Mr. 
Crawley put the then Presbyterian congregation at Boular- 
•derie in possession of lands there. In 1857 they accepted an 
Act of incorporation, which vested these lands in the then trus- 
tees of the congregation by name. My Brethren hold that 
tbe fee simple thus vested in the&e trustees by an Act of 
tbe Province, without any grant, prevented the Crown from 
gwinting the lands again. In April, 1862, a general Act of 
incorporation was passed. The title of the trustees of the 
tJongregation to these lands was thus confirmed by two suc- 
cessive Acts of the legislature. A grant was then taken out 
in the names of six of the trustees. The parties appear to 
bave been ignorant of their own Act of incorporation. I am 
11 
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inclined, seeing that the title is clearly in the congregation , 
to apply the principle which we adopted the otlier diy iirr 
Boutilier v. Knocks and to amend the writ by inserting th» , 
corporate name of the trustees and giving judgment in theif^ 
favor. My Brethren, however, think that the amendment ma(^ 
in Boutilier v. Knocks should be confined to the special ci^ 
cumstances of the case. Then comes the question of cosl 
As a question of law, there is no pretence of title in tl 
plaintiffs as individuals, and, therefore, I have no difficulty 
granting the defendants the costs of the argument. I ha 
a good deal of difiiculty, however, in assenting to grsE^ 
them the costs of the trial. My Brethren think that, as ^fci 
plaintifls have mistaken the mode of bringing their acti ^ji 
they must pay both the costs of the trial, and of the ar ^gTz 
ment. 

Johnston, E. J. To avoid misapprehension I wish to state 
the grounds upon which I give my judgment. This was a 
special verdict for plaintiffs by consent, subject to the opinion 
of the Court. The Court, having considered the case, thinfc 
that the plaintifi's have failed to make out their titlej'^having 
mistaken the name in which the action should be brought. 
The consequence of that is that the defendants are entitled 
to a judgment, either of non-suit or for a new trial. If they 
are entitled to judgment they are entitled to all the conse- 
quences which follow, viz., the costs of the trial and of the 
argument — of the whole action in fact. 

DoDD, J. If I had charged the jury in this case, I should 
have directed them to find a verdict for the defendants, be- 
cause they proved title out of the plaintiffs, and that is 
always sufficient in an action of ejectment. I do not think 
that this case comes within the principle of the amendment 
made in the case of Boutilier v. Knock. 

DesB ABBES, J., and Wilkins, J., concurred with the majorit/ 
of the Court. 

A rule was granted setting aside the verdict and directing 
that the plaintiffs should pay the defendants the costs of ^^^ 
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^ument and of the trial, and that the plaintiffs should have 
.ve to amend by adding the names of the other plaintiffs. 

Bale accordingly. 
Attorney for plaintiffs, Campbell, Q, C. 
Attorney for defendants, N. L, MacKay. 



ANNIS AND Another v. COOK and Another. 

January 3, 1866. 

Where an arbitrator makes a mistake in the heading of an award in-Uie chris:. 
in name of one of the parties, the award will be referred baek to him for 
oendment, although the time for his making the award has expired, and the re- 
^ence was by consent of parties, and although no power of amendment was le- 
rved in the role of reference. 

J. W. Johnston, Jr., had obtained a rule nisi on a former 
ay to enable the plaintiffs to enter up judgment, on the award 
» this suit, against Joseph H. Cook, or to refer the award back 
► the arbitrators to amend an error in the christian name of 
iseph H. Cook, by substituting Joseph for John in the head- 
g of the cause in the award. The rule had been granted 
I the affidavit of George W. Barss, the arbitrator who wrote 
Q award, in which he stated that by mistake he had written 
iok's name John H. Cook, instead of Joseph H. Cook. 
The rule now (Dec. 30, 1865) came on for argument. 

</. W. Johnstorij Jr.^ in support of rule. This is a mere 
^rical error which the Court will either amend on motion, or 
Per back to the arbitrators to be amended by them. 8 
o«'s i^. jB., 851 ; 1 a J5.,128; 16 do., 586; 17 do,, 182; 
do., 162 ; 11 Enjg. Law & Eq. £., 596. 

Slanchardj Q. C, contra. The time for making the award 
■s now expired, and the arbitrators are functi officio. In all 
Q cases cited on the other side there was a compulsory 
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reference by order of the Court, but this is a reference trDv 
consent of parties and the same rule does not apply. Eefe 7. 
Statutes, chap. 146, »ec. 11, gives power to the Court to se-^^id 
the award back to the arbitrator for amendment, but th^at 
refers solely to compulsory references under the Act. (Cit::.e8 
3B,d Ad,, 234; 2 Ch. Ar. Q. B. Prac. 1609, 10th ed.) ^t 
all events the power of amendment must be reserved in fcr he 
rule of reference, where the reference is made by consent^ to 
enable the arbitrator to make an amendment such as tfaat 
required. 

Cur. adv. v\jW^ 

Young, C. J., now (January 3, 1866) delivered the judgmenfc 
of the Court. After referring to the facts, his lordship said: 
Mr. Blanchard contended that the power of the Court to 
order an award to be amended was limited to compulsory re- 
ferences, or that it only applied to cases where power to 
amend was reserved in the rule of reference itself. Now, I 
find in Archbold on Awards, p. 85, that the clause of the English 
Act, which is similar to section 11 of chapter 146 of our 
Revised Statutes, has been held to extend not only to com- 
^pulsory references, but to all references by consent of par- 
ties. In Bird v. Penrice, 6 M. & W., 754, a case was sent back 
;to an arbitrator to determine the issue on an account statedly 
and to correct the award in that particular. The award w»9 
re-drawn and upheld by the Court. In Ferguson v. Normaf^s 
4 Bing., N. C, 52, an award was remitted to an arbitrato^^ 
to state facts with more particularity. Tlie arbitrator 
amended it, and it was referred back to him a secoa^ 
time. In Bradley v. Phelps, 11 Eng. Law & Eq. R., 596, it wa-^ 
heldi^bat if an award is invalid the Court may, upon appl^' 
cation of the party objecting to it, either refer it back t^^ 
.the arbitrator or set it aside. In 1 0. B., 128, the arbitrato ^ 
, mistook the name of the plaintiff^ calling him Jamea instea^^ 
, of Joseph, and the Court granted a rule to enable the arb^^ 
; trator to amend the mistake, which he did by a certificate 01 
. the back of the award. This case is recognized in 17 C.-B. 
185. On these authorities we allow the award in theprin 
.cipal case to be amended by the arbitrators nrnking an «n 



i 
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rsement thereon of the proper name, the plaintiflFs thereupon 
have judgment with costs, but neither party to have the 
sts of the argument. 

Bule accordingly. 
Attorney for plaintiffs, G. Morse. 
Attorney for defendants, H, W. Smith. 



Mcdonald v. mills. 

January 3, 1866. 

V. magistrate's sammons, not endorsed with the notice required by the Provin- 
I Act of 1865, chap. 1, sec. 6, is absolately void. 

Blanchard, Q. C, had obtained a rule nisi to set aside a 
3graent of DesBarres, J., for plaintiflF, on appeal, confirming 
judgment; of a Justice of the Peace " for balance due on 
te after deducting payments made by defendant and set-oiT 
proved." It appeared that the defendant had taken the 
iection at both trials that the summons was not endorsed 
th the notice required by the Act of 1865, chapter 1, sec- 
n 6. He gave no evidence at the trial, either by himself 
by calling witnesses. 
The rule now (Dec. 30, 1865) came on for argument. 

Slanchardj Q, C, in support of the rule, stated the facts 
i read the section above referred to. [DesBarres, J. 
bat operated on my mind was that defendant was told four 
^8 before the trial that he must file his set-off.] 

TUiUer, contri. 1 contend that the only effedt of the notice 
t being given on the summons is that the defendant can 
^e evidence of a sel-oflf at the trial without having filed it. 
'idence of setoff was actually given in this case at the 
&I, as the cross-examination by the defendant's counsel 
ought out the evidence. I think, therefore, that the de- 
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fendant is not in a position to ask the Court to set the jud 
ment aside, 

Blanchardy Q, C, in reply. [Young, C. J. You must coin- 
tend that the writ is absolutely void for want of this notice .] 
Yes, just as much so as if the magistrate's name had not be^n 
signed to the writ. 

Cur. adv, vulL 

' Young, C. J., now (Jan. 3, 1866) delivered the judgment 
of the Court. 

Mr. Miller's argument was that the only effect of omitting 
this notice was to enable the defendant to give evidence of 
set-off at the trial without filing a plea of set-off. We do Tiot 
think that this is the true construction of the section. We 
consider that the real intention of the legislature was tlx^t 
there should be no summons without this notice, and, there- 
fore, we consider this writ absolutely void, and give ju cig- 
raent for defendant. 

Judgment /or defendant. 



BELLONI V. MURPHY. 

January 3, 1866. 

The objection to the want of the notice on 'a magistrate's sammons reqnired ^^ 
the Provincial Act of 1865, chap. I, seo. 6, is waived by the defendant when he ^^^^ 
into his evidence at the trial before the magistrate. 

DoDD, J. This was a case that came before me on app^^ 
from a magistrate's judgment, and in which I reserved a poi^ 
awaiting the decision in McDonald v. MiUs. The defend?^^ 
in this case actively defended the suit before the magistra^^' 
and went into his evidence, and, by so doing, we think i\%^ 
he waived the objection to the want of the notice on the su^^' 
mens required by the Provincial Act of 1865, chap. 1, sec. ^' 
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BOND AND Another v. IVES, Administrator, &c, 

December 20, 1865.* 

L plea, thongh in the present tense, refers to the lime at which the writ issued* 
Qot to the time at which the plea is pleaded. 

Tnere an action is brought on a foreign judgment, and the declaration claims 
quivalent in Nova Scotm currency of the amount of the judgment, it is a de- 
ire to claim in an equitable replication an increased amount, on account of the 
iciation of the currency of the foreign country, equivalent to the change in th® 
i of the currency since the cause of action arose. 

ASSUMPSIT on a judgment obtained in the Supreme Court 

Massachusetts on the 26th Feb'y, 1864, by the plaintiflFs 

inst one Hugh McKinnon, of whom defendant is the ad- 

listrator, for $326 . 84. 

'he first count alleged, among other things, that the " said 

1 of $326.84 is equivalent to $500 in currency of Nova 

tia." 

^ifth plea to said first count, stating, inter aliay that de- 

lant "denies that the sum of $326.84 of United States 

rency is equivalent to $500 in currency of Nova Scotia." 

lighth plea to said first count, among other things, deny- 

, &c., as in the fifth plea, and averring that " the sum of 

6.84 currency of the United States is much less in value 

1 $326.84 of the currency of Nova Scotia." 

demurrer to those parts of fifth and eighth pleas which 

y, &c., as above, for the following reasons : 

. Because said denial refers to what happened to be the 

ivalent between the sums named, in United States cur- 

3y and currency of Nova Scotia respectively, at the time 

)i\ said pleas were by said defendant pleaded, and not to 

time when the plaintiffs' writ was issued and when pro- 

Jings were commenced in this action, and is, therefore, 

laterial and irrelevant. 

. Because the same objection applies to that part of de- 

lant's eighth plea, which avers that the sum of $326.84 

rency of the United States is much less in value than 

6.84 of the currency of Nova Scotia. 

oinder in demurrer. 

rkis ease has been accidentally misplaced in point of time. 
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Replication upon equitable grounds, stating, among other 
things, that in equity and good conscience defendant ought 
to pay said judgment according to the relative equivalent 
between the currencies of the United States and of Nova 
Scotia when the original promises wore made, and when the 
original cause of action arose, and not according to any de- 
preciated or diminished value of said United States currency 
which may, by any means, have since happened. 

Demurrer thereto. Because the plaintiff brought bis ac- 
tion to obtain the amount of a judgment recovered by him in 
the United States against the late Hugh, McKinnon for 
$326.84, and he can only be entitled to recover that sum or 
its value in the currency of Nova Scotia, and as he is not 
legally or equitably entitled to more, and he has not in his 
writ claimed to recover Jiny special damage, he cannot claira 
more in his replication than the said sum of $326.84 United 
States currency, or its equivalent in Nova Scotia currency. 

Joinder in demurrer. 

Both demurrers now came up for argument together. 

B, 0, Orai/j for plaintiffs. The substantial question as I 
take it is the measure of the two currencies. My objection 
to the pleas is that they are in the present tense. Revised 
Statutes, chap. 134, sec. 97, and forms annexed. Bullen dt 
Leake^ 575 ; 2 Exch. 471. If a plea of set-off were pleaded, it 
would be necessary that it should allege that the plaintiffs 
we)'e and still are indebted, &c. 4 Exch. 159 ; 3 ^. jB. 259; 
3 D. (& L. 407 ; Ma^s. Law Reporter, April, 1865 ; ^ M.& W"- 
559. [Young, C. J. Surely *' is equivalent " in a writ means 
at the time ot the issue of the writ. As regards the ples^®' 
if they had said " was at the commencement of this sui^j 
you admit they would have been good.] Yes. [Young, C ''• 
Then I call the objection matter of special demurrer only, e>'* 
such demurrers are not allowed by our practice. Revi^^ 
Statutes, chap. 134, sec. 61. Wilkins, J. You say that t>^^ 
plea is immaterial, because it does not answer to the time of t> ^' 
declaration, that the defendant uses the word '* is " referri ^\ 
, it to the time at which he pleads.] Yes. [Wilkins, J. 
think the objection must be taken to be matter of special ^^ 
murrer. Suppose the defendant had said, I deny $500 to ^® 
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value in Nova Scotia currency, of the $326.84 in the 
gment. Is not that substantially what he has said ?] I 
lid take that not to be an immaterial allegation. [Young, 
J. Your objection would apply equally to " that the alleged 
)d is not his deed." Surely that means — not his 'deed at 

time of action brought.] (Cites 4 East, 502 ; 3 M. dt W. 
I; 1 diito, 209.) 

Solicitor General contra. This action is brought on a judg- 
nt, and the declaration sets out the judgment and nothing 
re. The replication on equitable grounds sets up a new 
ie altogether, and is a departure. Can a party claim dam- 
38 against a man who appeals from a judgment ? 

B. 6, Gray, in reply. The departure, if any, of the repli- 
ion from the declaration is matter of special demurrer only. 
V. Statutes, chap. 134, sec. 61 ; 5 Comyn^s Digest, 101, Title 
iader F. 10; 5 B. & Aid, 71. (Solicitor General A 
^arture in pleading is matter of substance.) I claim that 
-re is no departure here. The special damage claimed is not 
eparture. The declaration claims a larger amount than the 
onnt of the judgment. [Young, C. J. You have taken 
udgment, then your previous claim is merged in that.] I 
itend that that is not the case on a foreign judgment. 
OUNG, C. J. You have sued on a judgment.] But not for 

amount of a judgment. [Young, C. J. But still on a 
gment.] (Cites 33 Eng, Law and Eq., Rep. 513 ; 5 T, R. 

; 99 Eng. Com, Law Rep, 179.) I contend also that the 
m is not merged in the judgment, that we can still go on 
iihe original promise. [Young, C. J. You surely can not 
into that without having it alleged in your declaration.] 
ave pleaded it,— it is pleaded in the replication. This is 

an action on a domestic judgment. We are asking for 
equivalent in this currency of a sum of money in another 
rency, and when we claim that equivalent we have a right 
point out how we do so in the replication. [Wilkins, J. 
^ diflSculty is that you are putting on the record in your repli- 
on allegations distinct from those you have made in your 
laration. Young, C. J. In the replication you are claim- 
on a ground of action not set out in your declaration. In 
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the declaration you claim an amount due on a judgment, and 
in the replication you have gone a step beyond this and have 
claimed a sum referring to the original contract. That can- 
not bo done under this writ.] My view is that I am not 
claiming more than is equivalent to the original sum. If I 
am not asking more than so many dollars and cents as are 
equivalent to the amount of the judgment, and there are 
two equivalents, can I not point out by the replication which 
of the two I am claiming? [Wilkins, J. The answer to all 
that is that it should be set out in the declaration ] 

The Court. There must be judgment for the defendant on 
both demurrers. 

Judgment /or defendard. 
Attorney for plaint iflfs, B. O. Gray. 
Attorney for defendant, Solicitor General. 



ELLIOTT AND Others v. LADDS. 

January 3, 1866. 

Where a cause, which stood number 65 on the docket of jury caoses mark*** 
for trial on the firet day of the sittings, was tried on the first day of the jfl'^ 
trials in the absence of the defendant (who swore to surpri^ie) and her wi * 
nesses, though her counsel was present throughout the trial, and addressed tb 
jury, and her attorney was present at the close thereof, a new trial was grante^^ 
the costs of the first trial and of the argument to abide the event. 

The Court will not on a summary application hold an attorney liable forco9 
for negligence, unless such negligence is clearly and unequivocally proved. 

Where affidavits were read and filed at the time a rule ntii was mov^ 
for, though the rule did not refer to them, the Court, no surptise being Blleg< 
by the other side, allowed the rule to be amended at the argument by referenc-'^ 
to the affidavits, Wilkins, J. dissenting. 

B. G. Gray had obtained a rule nisi, which he now (Dec-^ 
23, 1865) moved to make absolute, to set aside the verdict^ 
for plaintiflFs, and for a new trial. 

The rule referred to no aflSdavits or papers, but the affida-^ 
vits of the defendant, James Stanford, and Elizabeth Ladds, 
and the examinations of W. A. D. Morse and William Walsb, 
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3n before a commissioner, were read in moving for the 

'he following were the grounds stated in the rule : — 
For culpable negligence of the defendant's attorney, S. H. 
,j, Esq., in not attending said trial until the close thereof, 
in not procuring the attendance of defendant and her 
nesses thereat, by reason whereof said cause was unde- 
ded at said trial. 2. That the verdict was rendered upon 
Dmpetent and insufficient evidence. 3. That the verdict 
3 lor rent of the Avholo house, whereas the defendant 
ted and occupied only half thereof, &c. 4. That de- 
dant has a good and substantial defence on the merits, 
ich, from the cause assigned in the first ground herein, she 
s precluded from establishing by evidence at the trial. 
That defendant was entirely taken by surprise on first 
tring that this cause was reached in its order for trial, and 
a not able to ascertain the probable time of trial, although 
ng every diligence for that purpose. 

The rule further provided that the defendant's attorney 
Mild pay to the defendant the plaintiffs' costs of the late 
\1 of the cause, and also the costs of this application as be- 
een attorney and client, unless cause to the contrary were 
3wn at the time named for the return of this rule. The 
e also provided that the plaintiffs should take no prejudice 
to the costs of the late trial by reason of this rule, and 
it in the meantime all further proceedings should be 
yed. 

U the trial before Wilkins, J., at Halifax, in October, 18C5, 
in B. Elliott, one of the plaintiffs, testified that the defend- 
had been tenant for the year ending the 1st May preced- 
of a house in Dartmouth, belonging to an estate of which 
svas an executor, X20 a year being the rent originally pay- 
>. On cross examination this plaintiff (who was the only 
riess examined at the trial) said that he had no personal 
imunication with the defendant (one Fuller being the 
nt employed), but that she had once oflFered him (witness) 
). 

L verdict without further opposition was taken for the 
ntiffs for X20. 
'he affidavits of Joseph H. Weeks, John W. Ouseley (plain- 



172 ELLIOTT AND Others t?. LADDS. 

tiffs' attorney), S. H. Gray (deiondant's attorney), Willi^^t 
O. Schwartz, N. Russell, B. U. Eaton, George Shiels, and J 
W. Nuttinp^, were read at the argument. 

The various affidavits were very voluminous, but the follow 
ing appeared to bo the only material points. It seems tliafc 
the cause stood number 93 on the docket for the OctolDer 
sittings, and number 65 on the list of the causes marked for 
trial on the first day of said sittings, that it was somewhai 
unexpectedly reached about SJ p. m. on the first day of the 
jury trials at said sittings, that S. H. Gray then sent for the 
defendant and her witnesses (all of whom resided in Dart- 
mouth), having an hour previously thereto directed his clerk 
to prepare subpoenas for the witnesses. The defendant 
and her witnesses left Dartmouth for Halifax by the steam 
ferry shortly after being so notified, but before their arrival 
the cause had been tried, and judgment given lor the plain- 
tiffs. Morse, defendant's counsel, informed S. H. Gray, about 
half-past twelve o^dock, that the cause would probably be 
reached soon, but Gray seemed to think there was no 
danger of it. Morse opened the defence, but neither 
his client nor her witnesses being present, he was unable to 
oppose by evidence the plaintiffs' claim, and a verdict there- 
fore passed for the plaintiffs as already stated. It also ap- 
peared that the defendant had several times, both on the first 
and second day of said sittings, made enquiries of her attor- 
ney, through her daughter, as to the time when the paid 
cause would pnjbably be tried, and had been unable to obtain 
any exact information. The affidavits on the part of the 
plaintifi*, and those on behalf of the defendant, were conflict- 
ing with regard to the merits of the case. The defendant 
testified that she had rented onlv one half of the house from 
Fuller, the agent for the Elliott estate, at $50 per annum, 
which she had tendered and offered to pay. Joseph B. 
Weeks swore that Fuller denied the letting of half the bouso 
to the defendant. 

B, G. Gray, in support of rule. (Reads the Judge's nfli^' 
utes of the trial, and the affidavits read in moving for the rule 
nisi,) 
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Ouseley then read the affidavits on behalf of plaintiffs, anJ 
H. Oray read his own affidavit. 

Solicitor Oeneraly for plaintiffs, shows cause. In 1 Moore & 
ottj 229, a cause was called in the absence of the defen- 
iit's attorney, and no one appeared for the defendant, and 
t the Court refused a new trial. As the affidavits on be- 
If of the defendant are not referred to in the rule, they 
nnot be used now. To allow them to be used now will be 
violation of a long established rule of practice. [Wilkins, 
The only security the Court have is that a rule should 
ite on what it is granted. Johnston, E. J. The affidavits, 
appears, were in point of fact read when the rule was 
Dved for. It is not as if they had not really been read. 
OUNG, C. J. I see no difficulty in the matter at all. The 
lestion is have we the power to amend the rule or not. I 
ink we have and there is authority for it. (His lordship 
ire consulted with the other Judges, and then said : We are 
opinion that the rule may be amended by reference to the 
Bdavits read in moving for it, as they were filed on the 22d 
avember last, and no surprise is alleged.) Wilkins, J. I 
' not wish to be understood as assenting to this.] 

S. H. 'Chray, The defence intended to be set up was not 
\X the defendant "was tenant at $50 per annum. I could 
ve shown that she was not tenant to the plaintiffs at all. 
lough the defendant has treated me very badly, I should be 
'ry that she should lose a new trial. I consider that I have 
t been guilty of negligence. If I stated that there were 
causes before this marked for trial on the docket, on that 
ound alone I would have obtained a new trial. 2 Dowling^ 
6/ 2 Chitty'8 5ep. 269; S B. d: Aid. 328. In this last case 
9 cause had been several days on the list of causes for trial, 
d had at last been taken out of its order as an undefended 
use, and a new trial was granted on payment of costs. The 
use we are now considering was taken ont of its order, 
cause several of the cases preceding it had been set down 
r particular days. 

B. 0. Gray^ in reply. I admit that an attorney can be 
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made liable only for gross negligence, but this case shows 
such negligence on the part of the defendant's attorney. 
None of the cases go so far as this, where the attorney was 
hunted into Court by the client and his associate counsel two 
or three hours before the case was called, and he himself saw 
the state of the docket. It the attorney was notified nearly 
three hours before the case was called, and took no action for 
an hour or two afterwards, surely there was gross negli- 
gence. [Young, C. J. Even admitting all that you say, the 
modern cases do not go the length of punishing the Attorney 
by the act of the Court. The case in 3 Taunt, 484, has 
been over-ruled. Do you not think that, in common justice 
to the Bar, the Court should not impose costs on the attorney, 
unless there is a clear, unequivocal case against him ? Dodd, 
J. The Courts will not decide a case where the affidavits 
are conflicting, but will leave the parties to a jury]. In 3 
JDowl. 798, the plaintiffs attorney was compelled to pay costs 
on account of the plaintiff being non-suited through the neg- 
lect of his clerk. (Cites 8 Hing. 144, 5 Bing, N. C, 112; 
29 Eng. Law & Eg, Eep. 30C; 11 ditto, 420.) I rely on the 
point that had defendant's witnesses been in Court a verdict 
could not have been rendered against her. In 3 TaxLut, 484, 
a cause was tried as an undefended cause from the neglect 
of the defendant's attorney, and a new trial was granted, he 
paying the costs out of his own pocket as between attorney 
and client. {Solicitor General. A case in which the defen- 
dant's counsel has addressed the jury is not an undefended 
case.) Cites 7 M. & W. 143. 

Solicitor General cites as to afSdavits not referred to iQ * 
rule not being allowed to be read at the argument, 2 Ch.Arch' 
Q. B, Practice, 10th ed. 1510-1522, and 1 Q. B. 315. 

Cur. adv. vuU* 

Young, C. J. now (Jan. 3rd 1866) delivered the judg- 
ment of the Court. 

After stating the facts of the case, his lordship said:- 
Though this case was not actually undefended, the merits 
were not heard, and, referring to the case in 2 Dowl 246, 
and the peculiar fact« of this case, we are of opinion that a 
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)w trial should be granted, the costs of the first trial and 
the argument to abide the event. As regards Mr. S. H. 
ray, we do not award costs against him, nor do we allow 
im costs. 

Sale accordingly. 
Attorney for plaintiff, Ouseley, 
Attorney for defendant, by substitution, B. G. Gray. 



ZINK AND Others v. ZINK. 

Jantiary 3, 1866. 

Where an action is brought to test the validity of a will in which all the heirs 
an estate are interested, the costs of such action should not be borne solely by 
) losing party in the suit, but those of both parties should be a charge on the 
ate, in analogy to the practice on feigned issues. 

Ejectment, tried twice at Lunenburg, and in which the 
lestion of costs stated in the judgment came before the 
3urt during this Term. 

No formal argument was had on the point, but it was very 
'iefiy referred to by JameSf for the plaintiffs, and J. W. 
^hnston, Jr,j for the defendant. 

Young, C. J., now delivered the judgment of the Court. 

This cause was tried before me for the second time at the 
St October Term in Lunenburg, on the amended writ and 
ea thereto ; and a verdict was again found for the plaintiffs 
x* the lands in the first count, being the same lands that 
Bre devised by George P. Zink, deceased, to his son, George 
ink, the father of the plaintiffs, by his will, dated in March 
359. 

The jury, in rendering their verdict, declared that they 
^Tind against the will of 9th July, 1861, on both the grounds 
'U which it had been attacked, because in their view the tes- 
ator at that date had not the capacity to make a will and 
ihe will was not duly executed under the Statute. In this 
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finding the defendant has determined to acquiesce, and tiJlie 
plaintiffs* counsel has moved for judgment. 

The finding as between the parties to this suit has in efE — '^^t 
set up the will of March, 1859, but that will and the par^i^j^g 
interested in it are not before us, nor can we anticipate the 
proceedings that may be had for the final settlement of the 
estate in the Court of Probate. 

The knowledge, however, that we have acquired from ^q 
two trials and arguments before us, of the position of the (jg. 
fendant, and the two letters of Mr. Solomon, the Judg^ gf 
Probate, dated 26th March and 2nd April, 1862, conclusiv^o/j 
show that the costs of this suit ought not to fall on th& de- 
fondant alone, as it was brought in fact to test the validitjof 
the will, and the general principle applies as in the case of a 
feigned issue. In view of this, the Judge of Probate at 
Lunenburg will probably allow the costs of both parties to be 
taxed in this Court as a charge on the estate, and we suspend 
execution against the defendant therefor for ninety days, 
within which period the estate may be settled up if the de- 
fendant is diligent in pressing it on. 

Stde accordingly. 

Attorney for plaintifia, Desbrisay. / 

Attorney for defendant, Creighton, Q. C. 



POPE V. THE PICTOU STEAMBOAT COMPANY. 

January 3, 1866. 

An Older of Her Majesty in Council allowed an appeal from the jodgment of tbi 
Sopieme Ck>art of this Proyinoe to herself in Her Privj Ckmncil, ** in case ffoh 
judgment, decree, order, or sentence shall inyolve direcdy or indireotly any M*^ 
demand, or qaestion to or respecting property in any dvil righfe amomitingtacrfl^ 
the yalae of £300 sterling, (£375 carrenoy.)" 

The snm to recover which the action was bronght was £340 ooirency, bat adM 
interest on this amount from the date of the writ until Judgment, togetbioir with tb0 
costs of the sucoessfol party, increased the sum to oyer £300 tteiliqg. 

Leave to appeal was granted, the respondent being at liberty to imSn ugr'qtMitfo* 
with regard to the appealable amount before the Privy GoundL 

■ 

WiLEiNS, Q. C.y on a former day in tbis Term had moT^ fi^ 
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ppeal to the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council 
the judgment given in this case on the first day of the 
I. The motion was founded on an aflSdavit ol his own, 
lich he stated that the steamboat, to recover the price 
hich the action was brouglit, was sold to the defendants 
340 currency, that the interest on that amount from the 
of the writ was X27, that the costs of the plaintiff, an* 
iheriff, counsel, and witness fees, amounted to X60, and^ 
josts of the defendant to £50,— in all £477. 
) contended that the wording of the order in Council' 
ing to appeals from Nova Scotia was different from that 
ing to the other colonies, except Antigua and New 
iswick. The words in the order applying to this Pro- 
) were, " where any such judgment, order, decree or 
ince shall involve directly or indirectly any claim, de- 
I or question to or respecting property in any civil right* 
mting to or of the value of <£300 sterling." In 12 lit^ore'i- 
y Council CaseSy 467, interest was allowed to be added to 
\ up this amount. (Cites also 9 ilfoore, 100, and 7 ditto j\95.) 

)UNG, C. J., now (January 3rd, 1866) delivered the judg- 
of the Court. We are not disposed to refuse the leava. 
peal, but wo would recommend the plaintiff to have the- 
idant's costs taxed in order to meet any difficulty. We 
3nd judgment, therefore, during the appeal, but the de-- 
int will be at liberty to raise any question as to the - 
alable amount before the Privy Council. 

Bide accordingly.''^ 
torney for plaintiff, Wilhins^ Q. C. 
torney for defendants. A, G. McDonald; 

I the 15th January, 1866, two bonis were filed, one at Pictoa, from the plaintiff ' 
amy R. Narraway, and the other at Halifox, from the plaintiff and Thomas , 
, each conditioned in £500 sterling for proseooting .the appeal, the one sigiied 
plaintiff by his attorney, M. I. Wilkins, and the^ oth^ by his attorney, Iliomai . 
. Exceptions were taken to both by W:'A. Jdhnston for want of authority 
two attorneys, and to Narraway's for insufficiency. Affidarits were iiled which ' 
ed these objections which were sot oontiOTteted, and W. A. Johnston moved 
a before DesBarres, J., at Chambera, on the 23rd January, to quash the appeal, 
ires, J , (Jan. SOth), declined to interfere, stating that he considered that the • 
ons were rather for the appellate Court. W. A. Johnston subsequently (F^b^ 
21st) renewed his motion before Young, C. J., who also declined to interfer*^ 
that he thought the appellate Court should decide its own practioo. The . 
was not prosecuted.— Bbf. 
12 
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NoTEL-^The following cases irere also argoed and decidi 
daring the present Term, bot, for the reasons which will aj 
pear below, it has been considered unnecessary ta poblis 
anything more than the ensuing brief notice of them*. 

McKenzie v. McKenzie was an equitable suit tried befoi 
DesBarres, J. and an ordinary jury at Pictou^ in October" ^ 
1864, when all the issued were found for the defendan*^ J' 
WUkinSf Q. 6% for the plaintiff, argued in favor of setting a6i( 
the verdict, but was stopped by the Court on the grooud thi 
the point for which he was contending, namely, that estate^^^ 

:tail were not abolished by the Provincial Act (Be v. Statu te^^r 

. 2d series, chap. 112), where a valid remainder- was limite ^ 
thereon, was settled otherwise by the decision in tb 
of Simpson {ante^ vol. 1, p. 317). Judgment was therefoi 
given for the defendant, without calling on the SolicUczz:^ 
Genercdy who appeared for him. 
Angus v. Ibbdson was an action of dower, tried befoi 

\Wilkins, J., at Amherst, in October, 1865, when a verdL 

: passed for the plaintiff. A rule niai had been taken o 
under the Statute, to set the verdict aside. Smith, Q. 
moved to make the rule absolute, hts main, if not sole groui 

.at the argument, being that the notice of demand of dow^ 
should have specified by metes and bounds the land out ^^i 
which the dower was sought. The Court considered thaC ^^ 
was impossible to sustoin this position, and accordin^"^/ 
stopped Smith, Q. 6'., and without calling on BlanchcC'T^^r 
Q. 6\, contrii, discharged the rule. Smith, Q. C, immediate 1/ 

.afterwards, before the whole Court, acquiesced in the pr*<^ 
priety of the decision, and himself cited several modern cas ^s 
supporting it. 

In re Pineo etdl. was argued by Blanchard, Q. C, for the a.f> 
pellants, and the Solicitor General and Oldright^ for the respon- 
dents, the Trustees of Sdiools for School District No. 19 i^ 
the County of Cumberland. YouxG, C. J., on the last d^y o^ 

vterm, delivered the judgment of tlio Court in favor of tli^ 
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trustee&i but the decision turned almost wboUy on the con- 
struction of a mere temporary Act (Act of 1865, chapter 28), 
ivkicb was virtually repealed by chapter 29 of the Acts of 
1865, which came into effect 
The Court held that " all fuUrt 
section of the first mentioned Act, referred to assessments 
nade after the assessments contemplated in the seventh sec- 
Jon should have been completed. 



in October of the same year. 
*e assessme^Sy'^^in the eighth 



Bliss, X, was ^ibsent during the whole of thiB Term from 

llness. " **''*^'^^*» *"^WiiS^M^^ 



END OF MICHAELMAS TERM. 






IN THE 

SUPREME COURT OF NOVA SCOTIA 

MICHAELMAS VACATION, XXIX VICTORIA. 



CHAMBERS DECISION 



Coram DesBarres, J. 



LYONS V. DONOVAN. 

Janttary 23, 1869. 

Error of judgment in an arbitrator ia not sofBciont ground for [setting asidcr- 
his award. 

To set aside an award on the gronnd of mistake on the part of an arbitrator ^ 
the mistake miMt be apparent on the fooe of the award, or admitted by the arbi^ 
trator ; and in the latter ease it moat also bo shown that the Judgment of tb^- 
atbitrator was influenced by it, and that, if it had not happened, be would hav^- 
made a diffeient award. . 

Lenoir bad obtained a rule nisi to set aside tbe award ii> 
tliis case, '^ for mistake and misconduct of tbe arbitrators 
wbicb appears by evidence^ the balanpe. of accounts being 
clearly in favor of plaintifi^ also for that tbe facts are not suffi- 
cient to warrant a finding for the defendant, also for that the 
arbitrators have omitted crediting the plaintiff with his 
account distinctly acknowledged and proved." 

It appeared that the plaintiff, by his particulars, claimed 
$2S2.28, while tbe defendant, by his particulars of setoff, 
claimed that the plaintiff was indebted to him in the sum of 
^246 . 07. The cause had been referred to Blanchard, Q. C.^ 
and H. G. D. Twining, who made an award in £stvor of the 
defendant for $8. 

The rule was granted on reading the affidavits of the plain- 
tiff, and of Cornelius Phelan and Michael Eeefe. The plaiotiff 
swore to admissions by the defendant, at the refereoce^ which 
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he contended conclusively showed a balance due liira (plain- 
tiff) of over $€0. Plaintiff's aflSdavit was corroborated to a 
certain "extent by those of Phelan and Keefe. 

Counter affidavits were made by tlie defendant and his 
attorney. The defendant swore that the plaintiff was largely 
indebted to him, and denied that he admitted the plaintiff's 
account at the reference as stated by him, but, on the con- 
trary, stated that he positively denied thereat his liability 
for $123 of such account. Defendant also contradicted the 
statements of Plielan and Keefe, and his affidavit was largely 
<5orroborated by that of his attorney. 

There was also a short affidavit from Blanchard, Q. C, the 
substance of which is stated in the judgment. 

The rule now (Jan. 16tb, 1866) came on for argument. 

LeNoir, in support of the rule, read the affidavits of the 
plaintiff, Phelan, and Keefe above referred to, and contended 
that they showed such mistake on the part of the arbitrators, 
ivs to require the Court to set their award aside. 

Oaseley, contri, contended that the award could not be set 
aside unless it were shown that the arbitrators acted dis- 
honestly or corruptly. 2 Ch. Arch Q. B. Prac, (10th ed.) 
1612. 

LeNoir, in reply, cited 1 Vesey Jr. 369 ; 9 Exch. 662 ; 13 
ij. B. 955 ; 5 Bing. N. V. 187. The arbitrators could not show 
by figures how they made up the $8. 

Cur. adv. vuU, 

DesBarres. J. now (Jany. 23, 1866) delivered judgment. 

The ground upon which the order nisi was moved for and 
granted to set aside the award in this case was that the ar- 
bitrators, to whom the subject matters in difference between 
the parties had been referred, had made so gross a mistake in 
the calculations of the amounts, proved before them on the 
part of the plaintiff, as to amount, though not in a moral point 
of view, yet in the judicial sense of that term, to misconduct 
on their part. 

I had strong doubts whether the facts stated in the affida- 
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vits made to obtain that order were sufficient to warrant me 
iOi^y^tir^ it, but I consented to grant it, on the statement 
madeto "me by the plaintiffs counsel that he would be pre- 
pared with authorities to show that this was a case, in which 
I hud the power to interpose to prevent great and mauifes 
injustice being done to the plaintiff, either by the carelessnes 
or misconduct of the arbitrators in making an award agains 
liim, when it clearly appeared from the evidence that the de 
fendant was largely indebted to him. 

Having attentively read and considered the affidavits pr 
duced on both sides, I feel it but due to the arbitrators to sa 
that I have failed to discover any ground for the imputatio 
of carelessness, much less of misconduct, on their part in th 
investigation of the accounts and dealings between the pa 
ties, in which there were disputed items, and in respect i 
which there was contradictory evidence alone for them 
pass upon. 

This then is not a case, in which, as I view it, either t 
Court or a Judge has any power to interfere, or can or oug! 
to interfere with the decision of the arbitrators, who, in tl 
absence of any proof to the contrary, I am bound to presui 
have decided the matters in difference submitted to the 
according to the best of their judgment, and with the vio 
of doing impartial justice to both parties. To give the Coa 'T^-^^ 
or a Judge such a power the mistake or carelessness of t 
arbitrator must be of so gross a character as to amount to m : 
conduct. In ^ox v. Symmonds^ 1 Vesey Jr. 369, the Lo 
Chancellor says : " A party to an award cannot come to haw 
it set aside upon the simple ground of erroneous judgme 
in the arbitrator, for to his judgment they refer their disput 
and that would be a ground for setting aside every awai — 
In order to induce the Court to interfere there must be 
thing more ; as corruption in the arbitrator or gross mista^ 
either apparent upon the /ace of the awards or to be made 
hy evidence^ but in case of mistake it must he made 
to the satisfaction of the arbitrator; and the party m 
convince him that his judgment was influenced by that 
take, and that, if it had not happened, he should have mad^^ 
different award." See also In re Hall and Hinds, 2 IL A 
847; to same effect. 
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There being, aa I have already said, no fonndation tor a 
charge of miscondnct in the arbitrators apparent on the face 
of the award, the only question is whether the aflSdavits on 
the part of the plaintiflf disclose any facts showing that any 
mistake has been made, and if made, whether the arbitrators, 
if thev had discovered it, would have made a different award. 
They probably did not allow the disputed items in the plain- 
tiflfs account, amounting to $23, which the defendant posi- 
tively swears were incorrect ; and they may not have allowed 
the sum of $100 charged by the plaintiflf to the defendant for 
the rent of the premises in 1865, which he occupied in 1864 
at $60, as to which there was contradictory evidence, and, 
if they believed the defendant's statement that he refused to 
take the premises from the plaintiflf at the increased rent, and 
that he removed his eflfects from and actually left the premi- 
ses before the expiration of his tenancy in 1864, it surely will 
^ot be pretended that, as judges and jurors appointed by the 
Plaintiflf himself, the arbitrators had not a right to strike 
^hat item out of his account if they thought fit, and, if in the 
exercise of their judgment they did strike it out, the plaintiflf 
^nder the circumstances must be bound by their decision. 
-■' here is no evidence of any miscalculation or mistake made 
^'^ the adjustment of the accounts between the parties; on 
^® Contrary, the fact of there being such is negatived by one 
* ^he arbitrators, who states under oath that he gave the best 
^*ention to the investigation of the respective accounts 
^he parties, heard evidence under oath, and made such 
' ^ard as he verily believed was just and right. With such 
^idence as this before me I cannot believe that any injustice 
^s been done to the plaintiflf by the award which the arbi- 
**^tors have made against him ; if there has been I am bound 
*K ^^PP^s® ^""o™ ^^^ statement of the arbitrator that it was 
^^ough error of judgment alone, which is not a suflScient 
Si'Ovind for setting aside the award. 

,^^lti Morgan v. Mather, 2 Vesey Jr. 18, Lord Commissioner 

^leon says: "It would be a melancholy thing, if, be- 

^ti^e we diflfered from the arbitrators in points of fact, we 

^Oiild set aside awards. The only grounds for that are, 

^^t, that the arbitrators have awarded what was out of their 
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power; secondly, corruption, or that they have proceeci^j 
contrary to the principles of natural justice, though thera \>g 
no corruption, as if without reason they will not hear a x^vit- 
ness ; thirdly, that they have proceeded upon mere mist^^feg 
which they themselves admit." 

It is quite clear, from the facts disclosed in the affidavrits, 
there is no ground for setting aside the award in the pras<3nt 
case, and therefore the order nisi must be discharged \^ ith 
costs. 

Bule dischargei 

Attorney for plaintiflF, LeNoir. 

Attorney for defendant, Ouseley. 



CASES 

Dli^TSBMIKBD BY THE 

SUPREME COURT OF NOVA SCOTIA, 

IN EQUITY, 

IN 

MICHAELMAS VACATION, XXIX VICTORIA. 



In re ESTATE OF AMOS SEAMAN. 

May 7, 1866. 

h testator, in the fourteenth cUase of his last will, execat^d Sth March, 1862, 
: "Inasmuch as several of my children and grandchildren have received and 
f receive from me advances in personal or real estate, or in both, which it is 
desire should be charged against their respective shares, portions, or interest 
ind out of my estate or some part thereof, / do direct and order, and my will 
:hat all advances of real or personal property, and all sums and charges of 
*t nature or kind soever, which have been or shall be by me entered or set 
ra as advancement tOt or charged to or against any of my children or grand- 
Idren, in a book used or to be used by me for that purpose^ shall, in the dis- 
>Qtion of my estatt', stand as advancement made to such children and grand- 
^dren respectively, and be taken by each of such children or grandchildren 
'ards his or her share of my estate." 

In the fifteenth clause the testator said : ** To prevent dispute and dissatisfaction 
Ae division of my property after my death, / may make some apportionment 
^J Minudie estate, or parts thereof, to take ^ect as respects my children and 
i^children or some of them after my deaths it is my will and / do order that 
^ny, and every portion of my Minudie estate, whether marsh land or upland, 
'A by deeds executed or to be executed by me, I have conveyed or shall con- 
or have expressed or shall express to convey to any of my children or grand- 
^x^n, or which I have allotted or shall allot and apportion to any of my 
(e'en or grandchildren, and shall particularly describe and designate in any 
"^ng by me signed, shall in the division of my estate be included in the 
^ of Buch children and grandchildreti, and every of my children and grand- 
^n, to whom or in whose name I have made or shall make any such deed 
^otment, shall accept the same towards their shares respectively in my 
^," Ac. 

^"wo codicils were made by the testator, one on the 22nd October, 1862, and 
(Hher on the 13th Septettber, 1864, being the day before his death. 
^ appeared that at the time of the execution of the will there was a red book 
^istence, in which the testator had made certain entries, 
^ubieqnent to the exeoation of the will, but before the execution of the last 
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codicil, it appeared that he kept another book, called the black book, in which be 
wrote the foUowinfc pn^fuce : ** This book is kept by me, and the charges, entries, 
and memorandams herein made, are in conformity with the clanaes inserted in 
my will executed on the 8ch Maroh, 1862 ; and I desire and direct that the 
amounts herein charged HgHinsi, and the several allotments and dlTisimis of my 
Uinudie estate and other lands and personal property made to my childcen and 
their heirs, shall be adhennl to, and bind all parties on the distribution of mj 
estate, both real and pemoiuil. Amos Seaman.'' 

The red book contained the following entry, proved also to be in the 
handwriting of the tesUitor :— " Sept. 27. 1844. This book is intended by me to 
make charges to each ni«'inlM*r of my family, as occasion may require, from time 
to time, as I may think just and equal and right, it being my desire to make all 
equal as regards my ronl and |)er8onal property which may be left behind when I 
leave for a better world " This book also contained the following entry, which, 
however, is scored across by diagonal pencil lines : ** This book is kept by me, 
and the entries and charg'S therein given, wade in accordance with the danee 
inserted in my will executed on the 23rd September, 1861, referring to the same. 
Amos Seaman." 

It appeared by the testimony of R. S., one of the executors, that the testator, 
about a month before his death, sent the red book to him. and that he shortly 
af\er said to him, referring to this book, ** Keep it, take care of it ; you wiU see 
by that how I want my prt>pttrty divided.*' The testator also directed V., who 
took the book to R. S., to show it to his (testator's) sons, and to say to them, 
** It is to be the final division of uiy estate as the book will show them." 

It also appeared that the testator ke(>t the black book in his own pooncsiinn, and 
that he told A. McF., the other executor, that he had made the red book null and 
void. At the time of the execution of the last codicil, he told A. McF. that the 
book was in his red box, where he kept his money, that this book cootaiosd bii 
directions respecting the disposition of his property, and that he relied on him to 
see that his directions as therein given were car^ully fulfilled. The testator ako 
told A. McF. that he would get the keys of this box Irom Mra. McF. A McF. 
took the keys, and found that one of them was the key of this red box. He 
opened the red box, and found the black book in it A. McF. testified that tbii wtf 
the same book which the testator had betbre repeatedly ahown him as the book 
kept in connection with his will. He further teslififid that the entries and writinf 
in the book were entirely those of the testator. 

Neither of the codicils contained any reference to either the red or Uaok book, 
or to any deeds, writings, or documents of any kinds, except the will itstlt 

A paper (marked No. 13) was fbond, signed by the tesUtor, and oontainisg al- 
lotnaents of land to his sev^pral heirs, all, exoept one, at the like valuation! eos- 
tained in the black book. A. McF. prepared this paper, qfUr tke execution qf^ 
toillt at the testator's request, who returned it to him signed, with th« jMlnatioi> 
filled in, and told him to keep it with his will. 

Nine deeds were found signed by the testator, thi«e dated 25th Maieh, iSMi 
and six dated 14th January, 1864. A. McF. stated that the deeds of 1854 v>i* 
handed to him by the tesUtor in 1862 or 1863, who lold him to retain tbem •> 
escrows, and deliver them to the parties or those who might x«pz»weBt them lA^ 
his death, should he (testator) not deliver them before. These deeds weie ■•** 
actually delivered to or accepted by the grantees, bat they wera ngiMied kf 
A. McF. alter the testator's death. The deeds of 1864 wen sl^Md in tba pnM"** 
of C., a subscribing witness, to whom testator said, at tka time of olaeripCii*' 
** Perhaps yoo nay be called on some day to prove theae daedi, and pariup'^'' 
Testator retained these deeds in his pnawiiricMi until his dtath. bal told A, U/^** 
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nrtlj before his death, where to get them, and that he wished him to take them 

deliyery to tlie parties when he (testator) was gone. 

Held, as regards the books and papers, by DesBarres and Wilkins, JJ. — John- 
n, K. J., dissenting — ^that the red book, and the entries existing therein at the 
16 of the ezecntion of the will, were alone incorporated in it, and that the 
ek book most be entirely rejected, as also all entries made in the red book 
neqaent to the execution of the will. 

By Johnston, E. J., that the black book alone, with the entries which it con- 
ned on the 13th Sept., 1864, the writing No. 13) and all the deeds, were so incor- 
rated in the wilL 

By Wilkins, J., that the deeds of 185^ and not those of 1864, were so incorpo- 
:ed. 

By another clause of the will, the testator, after reciting that the immediate 
rision of that portion of his Minodie estate called the Joggins would be injurious 
the profitable working of the quarries and ledges of freestone thereon, devised to 
McF. for a term of years all that portion of the shore frontage of his Minudie 
:ate lying between Dog Fish Cove and Lower Cove, with the lands adjoining, &e, 
referring to the reversion of this property, in subsequent clauses, the testator de- 
ribed it as " the said property, called the Joggins, as hereinbefore described'' — *'my 
SKins estate, before mentioned '* — *' the said Jofi^ins estate/' 

It appeared that the principal and more valuable quarries were in Lower Gove. 

Heldt by DesBarres and Wilkins, J J. — Johnston, E. J., expressing no positive 
linion — that as the word " between " was unambiguous, and was sensible with re- 
rence to extrinsic circumstances, that it must be considered in its strict and primary 
nse, and could not be controlled by the most conclusive evidence of an intention to 
e the word in another sense, and, therefore, that the quarries both in Dogfish Cove 
id Lower Cove were excluded from this devise. 

By the tenth clause of his will, the testator devised to A. McF. (the sole execu- 
r named in the will), certain lands in trust for the use and toward the support and 
aintenanceof a public school. By the codicil, executed just before his death, the 
atator appointed R. S. executor, *• in connection with A. Mc'F., with the same 
>wer and authority as if his name had been originally inserted in the will." 

Held, That R. S. was not a trustee with A. McF. of the said lands. 

By the seventeenth clause the testator directed that the residue of his estate 
txcept as controlled by previous clauses) should be divided into eight equal shares, 
^e then devised several of these shares in trust to B. S. for certain named persons. 

Beld, by Johnston, E. J., that the trusts were not necessarily inseparable. 

By the twenty-third clause of the will the testator provided that from the re- 
)eotive shares in his estate of the children of his deceased sons, Amos T. and James, 
>ere should be abated such advances as ho had made to the said sons respectively in 
^ lifetimes, in like manner and evidenced in the same way as in the case of the 
'dances made to his surviving children. 

Seldt by Johnston, E. J., that the advances to be charged against the children of 
^a T. and James could only be ascertained in the same way as in the case of the 
W heirs, and directed in the fomteenth and fifteenth clauses. 

The codicil of 22 nd October, 1862, provided that in case certain devisees and lega- 
pi therein named should make any charges or claims against testator *s estate, such 
iii)*et should be deducted from the shares they might be entitled to receive, " either 
itia his peraonal estate, or from the rents arising' from his quarries or Joggins lands." 

MM, by DesBarres and Wilkins, JJ., that the codicil oouM operate according to 

expressed intent, without a contravention of any rule of law or equity, as it 
^T imposed a eondikion on a mere voluntary act of bounty on the j>ari of the 
ittttor. 
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By Johnston, E. J., that the enquiry was prematoce, until the daims aguMt 
which this codicil profeaied to be directed were asserted in distinot form ; and that toy 
objection to its execution could only come before this Court in its appellate jariidic- 
don, and mubt be first raised in the Probate Coort, 

This wa8 an application ander the Act of 1865, chap. 7, 
section 7, by the executors of the estate of the late Amos 
Seaman, ot Minudie, to the Judge in Equity (JohnstoD, E.J.) 
for directions as to the management of the estate. The 
executors filed separate petitions, and, by consent, the exami- 
nation of the executors and their witnesses was taken before 
A. S. Blenkhorn, Esq., the Prothonotary at Amherst, under an 
order from the Judge in Equity, and the depositions with 
various exhibits returned. The devisees and all the parties 
interested were notified ot the proceedings. The Judge in 
Equity directed that the questions submitted should be 
argued before himself and two associate Judges of the Su- 
preme Court, and they were accordingly fully and elaborately 
argued on the 20th and 2l8t February last, before the Judge 
in Equity, Des Barres and Wilkins, JJ., by McCuHy, Q, C 
nnd J. W, Johnston^ e/r., on behalf of Rufus Seaman, one of 
the executors, and of certain of the devisees ; and by the 
Solicitor General on behalf of Hon. Alexander McFarlaae, 
the other executor. 

The following is the substance of Rufus Seaman's petition, 
which is dated Oct. 19, 1865. 

" That the said Amos Seaman, the father of your petitioner, 
departed this life in the month of September, A. D. 1864, 
having first made his last will and testament with a codicil of 
a subsequent date, as by copies thereof hereunto annexed 
numbered 1 and 2 will appear. 

That the will No. 1 and codicil No. 2, being in the posses- 
«ion or under the control of the hon. Alexander McFarlane, 
a co-executor and also a trustee, were produced by him, and 
having been proved probate thereof was duly granted to 
him and your petitioner as executors. 

That an inventory of the real and personal estate of tho 
testator has been duly filed in the office of the Registrar of 
Probate in said county. 

That in the month of May last your petitioner applied id 
the usual way by petition to the Judge of Probate for the 
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lOQQty of Cumberland, for an order to appoint appraisers to 
livide the real estate and lay off the sbares of the several 
leviseos, and an order was made accordingly, and three re- 
;pectal>le freeholders were appointed accordingly. 

That shortly after and on the twenty-ninth day of May, the 
ion. Alexander McFarlane, co executor and trustee and a 
Jevisee under said will, filed a caveat in the ofl^e of the Re- 
gistrar of Probate for said county, and no further proceedings 
have, therefore, been had in reference to such division, and 
the real estate valued at £31,757 10s., still remains undi- 
vided, and as it was at tl>e testator's death. 

roar petitioner is informed and believes that the testator 
IJept one or more books or written papers made subsequently 
to the date of his will, but none of which have been produced 
for probate, nor are they capable of being proved as testa- 
noDtary documents, as your petitioner is informed and 
lelieves. One such book or document was deposited by tes- 
tator with your petitioner, and he hath the same ready to be 
produced if required, or ordered so to do ; another such book 
or document your petitioner believes is in the possession of 
tho hon. Alexander McFarlane, co-executor, and a copy hath 
l)een furnished by him to your petitioner. 

Yoni: petitioner having submitted the copy of the testator's 
^ill and codicil, and copies of these several documenta to 
counsel, hath been advised- to submit the facts by way of 
petition to your lordship, and ask the opinion, advice, and 
(directions of your lordship respecting the management and 
administration of the trust property, and the assets of the 
estator, as to the proper course of procedure, and especially 
8 to whether the books or documents so referred to are legal 
Ud valid instruments, and to what extent, and whether the 
orbal declarations of testator about or shortly before the 
itue of his decease are admissible to explain the contents 
f said books, and if anything written or spoken by. testator 
t^ reference to his will, and the devises therein contained, 
bonld control or affect the dispositions contained therein, 
'whether the freeholders already namod should proceed to 
livide and lay off to the respective devisees according to the 
^I'Da-of the Statute in sucli cases provided, their respective 
^bares, or whether they should not or how. otherwise. 
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Tour petitioner also respectfully submits that upon a recent 
inspection of the public records in the office of roflstrar of 
deeds at Amherst, he finds that nine deeds purporting to bd 
made by testator, and to convoy parts and portions of the 
testator's real estate (inventoried as such by the executors, 
in the month of May previous) to certain of his children, 
some for natural love and affection, and others for small and 
inconsiderable considerations, were, on the 7th and 9th July, 
1865, proved and recorded, but whether these deeds were 
ever delivered or executed to convey real estate, your peti- 
tioner is unable to pronounce, but believes some of them 
were not, and as the clauses in the books, and the considera- 
tions in the deeds are not in consistency with each other, be 
prays advice and direction on the subject in connection there- 
with. If permitted so to do, your petitioner is prepared to 
show that neither the deeds recorded, nor the books referred 
to, carry out the intentions of the testator as regards the 
division of his estate among his children, and as shortly 
before his decease testator had frequently and repeatedly 
declared what his intentions in that respect were, your peti- 
tioner has reasons to believe that other books or papers yet 
exist in reference to such division which embody the testa- 
tor's views, and, if reference should be bad to deeds and 
books, then he prays that testimony be taken on that point 

Your petitioner further desires the opinion, advice and 
direction of your lordship as to whether he as co-executor, i^ 
by the tenth clause of the said will, a co^tmstee with the boo. 
Alexander McFarlane, of the twenty acres of land devised for. 
school purposes. 

And also whether under the eleventh' claii0% of such willf 
and the expression '' all that portion of the shore frontage 
of my Minudie estate lying between Dog Fish Cove and 
Lower Gove, with the hinds adjoining, extending fof-0^ 
quarter of a mile inward from the shore, and rnnniog that 
breadth along the whole of the said shore frontage with Ae 
reefs and quarries of stone thereon and therein, and all As 
houses, stores, buildings and appurtenances, and all privi- 
leges of every kind thereon or thereto belonging, or enj(XJ^ 
therewith'' — the coves themselves, and the lands, houses 4^ 
within such coves are inclnded or exoludcKL ! ■ 



MICHAELMAS VACATION, 1865. 191 

And if it should be held that the deeds above referred to, 
)r any of them, were well executed by the testator in his life- 
ime to conivey real estate, whether the sums, &c., therein 
lamed as the consideration money shall be conclusive as to 
he value, and be a^ compliance with the provisions set forth 
n the tenth clause, or any other clause of the said will, so 
hat it shall be binding. And whether in cases where natural 
ove and aflFection is the consideration, the property conveyed 
»hall be held to be a clear gifl^ and the grantee and his repre- 
sentatives be entitled to one-eighth of the residue. 

And also, in case a grantee is unwilling to accept the por 
tion thus conveyed, or to accept it at the rate conveyed 
whether he has the option, under the terms of the said will 
80 to do, and claim an eighth of the entire estate. 

And also whether the trusts set forth and described in the 
aeventeenth clause are one and indivisible, or whether peti- 
tioner can take upon himself the burden of trust as regards 
one or more of the devisees or the representatives of the de- 
ceased children of testator, and yet decline as to others. 

And also, how and in what manner the alleged advance- 
ments referred to in clause twenty-third, to the children of 
Amos T. and of James Seaman, deceased, are to be ascer- 
tained ; and also as to any and all other portions of said.will 
and codicils where doubts and differences of opinion exist." 

The following is the substance of Hon. A. McFarlaneT^ 
petition^ which is dated Nov., 1865 : 

'* That the said Amos Seaman departed this life oh the 14th ^ 
September, 1864, having made his last will and testament on 
the 8th March, 1862, with two codicils, one dated on the 
22nd October, 1862, and the other on the 13th SepteQiber| 
18i4, copies of which will and codicils are annexed hereto. * 

That the will and codicil first executed had been deposited 
by the testator with petitioner, long previous to his death, 
and petitioner being sole eifecutor of the said will, and being 
desirous oi having Rufus Seaman, one of the testator's sons, 
connected with him therein, induced the testator during his 
last' illness to consent to the appointment of the said Rufus 
Seaman^ and he was so appointed by the last mentioned 
codioili executed by the testator the day before his death. 

That testator having informed petitioner that it was his 
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ish that the codicil executed by him in the month of Octo- 
ar, 1862, should only be made use of in the event of any 
ccounts or claims against his estate as therein mentioned, 
)eing made; petitioner, previous to taking probate of the tes- 
tator's will, consulted the said Bufus Seaman as to whether 
or no the said codicil should then be proved, and understand- 
ing from him that there was no intention of making an 
accounts against the estate, as in such codicil referred to, i 
was not then proved or included in the said probate. B 
subsequently the said Bufus Seamstn having informed pet / 
tioner that such claims would be made against his father 
estate, and petitioner being aware that these demands we^^re f^'"^ 
disputed by the testator in his lifetime, then informed t^l^e 
said Bufus Seaman that in such case the said codicil shoixl^} J^^^ 
be proved, and filed in the office of the Begistrar of Probeito |itm( 
at Amherst, which has accordingly been done. I" ^^* 

That an inventory of the real and personal estate of the I^'^^^ 
testator has been filed in the office of the said Begistrar o£ 
Probate, and although petitioner was desirous of having such 
real estate divided among the several children and heirs o£ 
the testator with the least possible delay, he found that ic^ 
consequence of the peculiar nature of the trusts and bequests 
in the testator's will, and from the fact that parts of such real 
estate were mentioned by him as having been allotted to cer. 
tain of his children and grandchildren, and value put thereon, 
in a book kept by the testator in connection with his will, and 
also that other portions of his lands had b/een conveyed by 
deeds to his several children; in som^ of, which deeds the 
consideration was nominal ; that such division could not be 
safely or properly made without having the disputed and 
doubtful matters ia reference to the distribution of the assets 
of the estate first settled, to guide and direct the parties in 
making such division. 

That testator on several occasions previous to his death 
showed petitioner a book kept by him, with entries therein 
of charges made against his several children and grand* 
children, and also describing the allotments of certain por- 
tions ot his real estate to sucli children and heirs ; and 
during his last illness conversed with petitioner respecting 
this book as expressing his intentions respecting the distribu- 



^ 



^ 



MICHAELMAS VACATION, 1865. 193 

tion of hia estate, informed him where the same was kept, 

tind it was found by the petitioner after the testator's death 

in a small locked box in which he kept his money, that the 

entries in such book are wliolly in the handwriting of the 

testator, and it is the same book so shown to petitioner, and 

-described to him by the testator as tlie book kept by him in 

<5onnectiou with his will, that such book is in petitioner's pos- 

session, ready to be produced as directed, and a copy thereof. 

18 hereto annexed. 

That testator had also, previously to the time of his last 
illness, deposited with petitioner a written paper signed by 
iim, showing an allotment of portions of his real estate among 
his children atid heirs, which is similar to the entries and: 
allotments made in the book referred to, but does not include 
all the parcels of land therein described, nor the other 
charges made therein. 

That this book and paper writing (and the deeds herein- 
after mentioned) contain all the allotments or dispositioas>of f 
his estate made by the testator in connection with his will, . 
which have come to the possession of petitioner, or of which 
he has any knowledge ; with the exception of a book alleged 
by petitioner's co-executor as having been given to him by the 
testator, which petitioner has not seen, nor was it even spoken 
of by the testator to him. 

That three deeds signed by the testator, dated in March, 
1854, and made in favor of his sons Gilbert, Bufus, (and James; . 
now deceased), conveying certain portions of his real estate 
to them, were, sometime previous to the death of the testator, 
deposited by him with petitioner, with instructions that 
they were to be delivered to the said parties after his death, 
*ttd , although the consideration mentioned in such deeds is 
^tural love and affection, testator informed petitioner that - 
*he amount they were to be charged therefor was mentioned ! 
^n the book so kept by him, which book does contain entries . 
placing' a value on the lands described in the said deeds. 

That some mouths previous to the time of his death, the 

*^atator directed petitioner to prepare further deeds fur con- 

^•^ying certain other portions of his marsh lands to his chil- 

^^ti and grandchildren, and these deeds, so written, were 

^^rwards shown to petitioner by the testator, signed by him 

13 ' 
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and petitioner was informed by testator that they wore exe- 
cuted by him as escrows, to be delivered and take effect after 
his death. Such deeds, six in number, bear date the 14th 
January, 1864; one a joint deed to his two sons Gilbert and 
Rufus, and his daughter Jane ; one lo the children of his de — 
ceased son James ; one to the children of his deceased soir^ 
Amos Thomas; and one to each of his three daughters, Anr^-- 
Mary, and Sarah ; which deeds, during liis last illness, the te^- 
tator informed petitioner were then in the keeping of 
niece, Emma Seaman, from whom petitioner was directed .^-^ 
^\m to receive them fir the benefit of the parties to whc:>^ 
ihey professed to be executed. That such deeds were sq 
received, and with the first mentioned deeds to testator^ 
sons have been placed on record by petitioner. 

Your petitioner is desirous to submit these facts in connec- 
tion with such will, as affecting the administration and distri- 
bution of the assets of the testator's estate, by way of petition 
to your lordship, and asks your lordship's opinion, advice, and 
direction as to the proper course of procedure thereunder, 
and especially on the following points: — 

1st. As to the validity and operation of the codicil to the 
testator's will, executed on the 22nd October, 1862, witnessed 
^by 6. W. Cutter and Chas. C. Seaman. 

2nd. Whether the book referred to is legal and valid ; and 
to what extent, and in what manner, the charges and entries 
therein made will operate in the distribution and settlemen^i 
of the testator's estate. 

3rd. Whether or no the deeds above mentioned, or eithe^ 
of them, are so executed as to convey the real estate therein 
described, and, if so executed, whether the consideratia^ 
moneys therein mentioned are the values to be placed ther^' 
upon; or, where such consideration is nominal, if the vald^ 
put thereon in the said book is the sum to be charged ther^' 
for. 

4th, If the allotments made in the book kept by testato^> 
and the properties described as conveyed by the said deeA^f 
are held to entitle the several parties to whom the same a^^ 
so given to retain them at the value put thereon by the t^^ 
i,ator; how the residue of the real estate is to be divided, an" 
in what manner the value of the same is to be ascertained. 
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And ttlso as to an}' and all other parts of the said will and 
dicil!< wherein doabts and diiferonces of opinion may 

18t." 

The following are the clauses of the will on which the 
estions arose, the more important words being italicized : 
10, It being my desire to contribute toward the support and 
iintenance of a public school at Minudie, I give and devise 
r this purpose to ray son-in-law, Alexander McFarlane, of 
allace, Esquire, member of the Provincial Parliament, my 
.ecutor hereinafter named, and to his heirs and assigns,! ten 
res of land from my Minudie estate, and ten acres of land 

the Big Marsh, which lands it is my intention myself to 
lect, designate, and allot, but which, if I should fail to do, I 
Jsire my said trustee to select, designate, and allot, in such 
ace and manner, and of such value as he shall deem calcula- 
d to promote my wish, to hold the said twenty acres of land 

him, his heirs and assigns, in trust for the use and toward 
e support and maintenance of a public school at Minudie in 
ch manner as in his judgment shall be most advisable, 
nd on further trust that so soon as with his approval trus- 
es, whether individual or incorporated, shall have been 
ovided, and the purposes and objects of the trust have been 
ttled and expressed, he, the said Alexander MacFarlane, 
a heirs or assigns, shall convey the said lands absolutely to 
e said trustees so to be provided to and for such trusts, 
les and purposes, and objects as aforesaid. 

11. And whereas the immediate division of that portion of 
y Minudie estate, called the Joggins, would be injurious to 
le profitable working of the quarries and ledges of free-stone 
lereon, 1 do there/ore give and devise to the said Alexander 
^cFarlanSy his executors and administrators, aU that portion 
* the shore frontage of my Minudie estate lying between Dog- 
fh Cove and Lower Cove, with the lands adjoining, ea^f ending 
^ one quarter of a mile inward from the shore and runniing 
^ breadth along the whole of ihe said shore frotvtage vdth the 
^f% and quarries of stone thereon and therein, and all the 
^€S, stores, bmldings, and appurtenanceSj and all privileges 

every kind thereon or thereto belonging or enjoyed therewith 

hold to the said Alexander McFarlane, his executors or 
i^imstratorc, from the day of my death for and during and 
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until the full end and term of fifty years, from thence toUe 
completed and ended without any manner of impeachment of 
waste, — upon tru8t, nevertheless, and for the uses, ends, and 
purposes following — that is to say : upon trust that the said 
Alexander McFarlane, his executors or administmtors, shall 
enter into and upon and possess the said described premises 
and any part thereof, and shall during the said term in and 
by such ways, manner, and means as to him or them sha-H 
seem most advantageous or advisable, occupy, use, and worfe? 
or cause to be occupied, used and worked, the said premises, 
and the quarries, ledges, and reefs of free-stone, and oth^i^ 
materials and minerals therein or thereon, or portions of thecd* 
and the produce thence coming and arising sell or dispose <^^ 
to the best advantage, and also from time to time during thi-^ 
said term, and as often as he or they shall deera it to be a-<3- 
vantageous and advisable so to do, demise, lease, and let tti o 
said premises or portions thereof, and the said quarries, 
reefs, and ledges, or portions thereof, for such terms add 
periods of occupation, and on such rents, reservations, con- 
ditions, and agreements as he or they shall think suitable and 
beneficial, and such demises, leases, occupations, and terms, 
renew or alter or terminate and discontinue, and also other 
demises, leases, occupations, and terms, make and create from 
time to time as occasion may require. 

13. And the remainder or reversion of and in the said pro- 
perty called the Joggins as hereinbefore described subject to 
the said term of fifty years hereby created, I give and devise 
to the same persons to whom and in the same manner and 
subject to the same restrictions as I have herein given the 
residue of my estate. 

14. And inasmuch as several of my children and grandchil- 
dren have received and may receive from m.e advances in per- 
gonal or real estate or in both, which it is my desire should be 
charged against their respective shares, portions, or interest;, 
in and out of my estate or some part thereof, I do direct and 
order and my will is that all advances of real or personal 
property, and all sums and charges of what nature and kind 
soever, which have been (or shall be) hy me entered or set do^ 
e^. advancement to or charged to or against any of my children 
or grandchildren in a hook used (or to be tised) by me for M^ 
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purpose, shall in the distrihution of my estate stand as advance- 
ment made to such children and grandchildren respectively 
It the vahie by me declared and set do\^n therein ; or other- 
wise, if the value be not set down and declared, then at a just 
raloe and be deducted from their several shares, portions, 
*nd interest in my estate, and be taken by each of such chil- 
Iren or grandchildren towards his or her share 6t my estate. 

15. And further to prevent dispute and dissatisfaction in 
le division of my property after my death, I may make some 
pportionment of my Minudie estate or parts thereof, to take 
feet as respects my cliildren and grandchildren or some of 
lem after my death, it is my will and I do order that aU, any, 
rid every portion of my Minudie estate, whether marsh land 
r upland, which by deeds executed or to be executed by me, I 
%ve conveyed or shall convey, or have expressed or shall ex- 
ress to convey to any of my children or grandchildren, or 
hich I have allotted or shall allot and apportion to any of my 
iiildren or grandchildren, and shall particularly describe and 
e^ignate in any writing by me signed, shall in the division of 
ly estate be included in the shares of such children or grand- 
iildren respectively, and be estimated in making up and 
lotting such shares at the value which I shall declare and 
Jt down in writing to be the value I attach thereto in such 
)portionment, or otherwise in the absence of such declara- 
[>n of value then at a just value, and such and every of my 
lildreu and grandchildren, to whom, or in whose name I 
ive made or shall make any such deed or allotment, shall 
icept the same towards their shares respectively in my 
tate, at a value ascertained or to be ascertained as before 
entioned and in manner as aforesaid. 

17. I direct that the residue of uiy estate, except as afore- 
id, shall be divided into eight equal shares, in which divisions 
spect shall be paid as well to my apportionment, as to any 
Ivancement made or to be made by me as hereinbefore pro- 
ded for, and one of which equal shares I give and devise 
> each of my two sons, Gilbert and Rufus, one to each 
" my four daughters, Ann, Mary, Jane, and Sarah, his 
id heir heirs, executors, and administrators, to his, her, 
id their use forever^ and in case of the death of either or 
ny of them in my lifetime, I give and devise one such share 
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to tl)0 legal representatives of each of them so dying, their 
heirs, executors, and administrators, and one such share I give 
and devise to the children of ray deceased son Amos Thomas, 
their heirs, executors, and administrators, and one such shara 
T give and devise to the children of my deceased son Jaraes. 
their heirs, executors, and administrators, snbject as regards 
the shares of my said daughters Mary and Jane, and of th& 
children of my said sons Amos T. and James respectively to 
the trusts, limitations, and restriction* hereinafter declared 
concerning the same or some part thereof, and provided that 
each of the said eight shares shall comprise therein every 
piece of land which at my death shall have been conveyed or 
expressed to have been conveyed by me, or apportioned or 
expressed to have been apportioned by me as hereinbefore 
mentioned to and for the party to whom such shure shall be 
allotted, and shall have abated therefrom every such advance- 
ment and charge which shall have been made by me for or to 
the same party as aforesaid, and as regards all, any, and every 
my real estate which shall fall to the share of my said daughter 
Jane, the wife of George Hibbard, and which shall fall to the 
share of my daughter Mary, the wife of Edward G. Vernon^ 
and which shall fall to the share of the children of my de- 
ceased son- Amos Thomas, and which shall fall to the share of 
the children of my deceased son James, it is my will to place 
the same in trust, and subject to the restrictions following, 
and I do give and devise all and singular the real estate 
which in the division of my estate shall fall to and form part 
of the said four shares — that is to say : the share of ray 
daughters Jane and Mary and the children of ray deceased 
sons Amos T. and James, to my son Bufus Seaman, his heirs 
and assigns, to hold upon the' trusts and for the uses and pur- 
poses following — that is to say: to enter upon the said several 
premises, and work, cultivate, devise, let and manage the same 
to the best advantage, without impeachment of waste, and the 
rents, issues and products, and the profits and emoluments 
therein arising to collect and receive, and thereon and there- 
from first to deduct and reimburse himself for all charge9; 
expenses, costs, and outlays by him incurred, and arising in or 
by means of the execution of the said trust or anything f^^' 
taining thereto, and also a just and adequate allowance and tt- 



MICHAELMAS VACATION, 1865. . 199 

'ard for his own time and oversight, and the remainder of such 
mts, issues and profits, and products and emoluments, after 
ich deductions to pay and apply as follows — that is to say; 
I regards such the remainder of the rents, issues and pro- 
icl8, and profits and emoluments of, and arising from the 
•al estate of, and belonging to the share of my daughter 
uio, to pay the same to the said George Hibbard and the 
lid Jane for the use of the said June during their joint lives, 
id to the survivor for his or their life, and after the death of 
lo survivor of tliom to and for the support and education of 
lo children of the said Jane, until they shall respectively at- 
kin the age of twenty-two years, or be mirried, whichever 
lall first happen, and the vsaid real estate of and belonging to 
le share of the said Jane after the death of the said George 
[ibbard and Jane, and as and when the children of the said 
ane shall respectively attain the age of twenty-two years, or 
e married, to hold to and for the use of the children of the 
vid Jane and their heirs and assigns in equal proportions, as 
ley severally shall attain the age of twenty-two years, or be 
larried, whichever shall first happen. 

23. To preclude mistake and misapprehension I hereby de- 
lare and it is ray will that from the respective shares in my 
4tate of the children of my deceased sons Amos T. and Jamea, 
lere shall be abated and deducted such advances as I have 
lado to my said sons respectively in their lifetimes, in like 
lanner and evidenced in the same way, as in the case of ad- 
ances made to my surviving children, such having been my 
itention in these passages in this my will which relate to 
ach advances.-' 

The whole purport of the codicil of October 22, 1862, is 
lat in case Gilbert Seaman, Rufus Seaman, or George Hib- 
ard should make any charges against testator's estate, such 
barges shall be deducted from their shares under his will. 
t also contains the following clause : — ^* hereby ratifying 
[id confirming my last will and testament, I declare the fore- 
oing to be a codicil thereto." 

The codicil of 13th. Sept., 1864, contains only two short 
perative clauses. The first of these conveys to Rufus Sea- 
lan and James Mcintosh, in trust for Ephraim Seaman, the 
roporty conveyed by the will directly to the latter, and pro 
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▼ides that, if the latter shall settle down into sober and 8te^^a(]y 
habits, Seaman and Mcintosh may relinqnish the trust ^i^j 
place the property at his disposal. The second of tl~:^e8e 
clauses appoints Rufus Seaman executor, *' in connection ^^^^itb 
Alexander McFarlane with the same power and aQthorit;>?'a6 
if his name had originally been inserted in the will." "This 
clause also contains the words ** hereby ratifying and con- 
firming my said last will and testament, I declare this to he » 
codicil thereto.-' 

Neither of the codicils contains any reference to either tl** 
red or black book, or to any writings or documents whatev^ ^ 
except the will itself. 

The testimony and the documents referred to, and the var^ ^' 
ous points taken at the argument, are sufficiently set oat L ^ 
the judgments. 

The Court, being divided in opinion, now delivered judj 
XBent seriaiim. 

Johnston, E. J. Tlie first question I will consider is on« 
that arises under the fourteenth clause of the testator's will 
(The learned judge here read this clause.) 

Mr. McFarlane has propounded under this clause a bool 
numbered by the examiner 12, and distinguished as the bla( 
hook from the color of its cover, and Mr. Rufus Seaman hi 
propounded a book numbered 5, and distinguished for lib 
reason as the red book. 

The question is, whether either of these books is incorpcr -^ 
Tated into the will under the 14th clause, and, if either, whicfe::^ 
of them ? 

An objection wait taken by the counsel of Mr. B. Seamai 
and the devisees represented by counsel, which, if well foundt 
ed, would be fatal to the black book, and to a portion of the re< 
book, viz : — that they were made after the will, and, therefore- 
inoperative, under the rule that a testator cannot by an; 
declaration in his will give himself power to affect the dis pif p ^ 
sition of his estate by unattested papers made after the wiV^'* 

The principle was not controverted, but it was answere^^ 
that the will was re-published by the execution of a daly a'^" 
•teitad codicil made on the ISth September^ 1864, ami, then^^ 
iofe, that the will, though dated on the 8th March^ 1862^ s] 
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om the later (late, which was only a day before the testa- 
r's death, and subsequent to both books. 

The codicil refers to the will by its date, and in express 
rms ratifies and confirms it. 

It is tinriecessary to go through the cases which establish 
le latter proposition. 

The case of Attorney General v. HartweUy Ambler 451, shows 
le practical operation of the rule, — a will made before the 
tatute of Mortmain being brought within its operation by a 
>dicil made after. In Barnes v. (howe^ 1 Ves. Jr. 486, lands 
Lirchased after the will pa8^aed under it by virtue otrepubli- 
ition by means of a codicil. In Rogers v. Pittis^ I Addams, 
), the rule is laid down in some detail, a nd Sir John Nichols 
iras it up by saying, (p. 38), " In short, the will so republished 

to all intents and purposes a new will," and in the later 
iso oi Allen v. Maddock, 11 Moore's P. C. C. 445 (185«) the 
finciple is recognized. 

The objection, therefore, though sound in principle is inap- 
licable, and it is unnecessary to notice the numerous cases 
ited in its support, — the will speaking from the 13th Sep- 
>mber, 1864, after both books had been completed. 

In the belief that the law on this subject was clearly set- 
ed I thought it needless to say more than this. Had I 
tiown when I wrote what I have just read, as I since have 
arned, that one, if not both, of my learned Brothers diflFers, I 
lonld have felt it respectful to treat the question more at 
rge. 

The view taken I understand is that, though the codicil 
^publishes the will, that republication does not afiect the 
3ok referred to in the I4th, nor the paper and deeds referred 
> in the 15th clause, because they are not specially referred to 
I the codicil. 1 am unable, with every deference, to adopt 
lat view. It seems to me to lead to this incongruity — that 
le republication would be partial, and mutilate the will, and 
; would make the testator speak as regards one part of his 
rill from one date, and as regards another part from another 
ate. 

I take the distinction to be this: Where the unattested 
aper takes its testamentary efficiency from the codicil direct, 
hen there must be reference to it in the codicil, but 
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when the testamentary efficiency comes through the will, then 
the reference to it in the will is all that is required, and the 
codicil has fu16lled its function in giving the will a new date 
by its republication. 

The cases are, I think, equally opposed to that view. 

What else is meant by the Judges when they say the will 
speaks from the day of publication — that it is as a liew will ? 
If this be law, then the testator on the 13th September, 18C4, 
spoke in the past tense in relation to that day, when in the 
14th clause he referred to a *' book used " by him for a par- 
ticular purpose. It surely cannot bo that on that day h 
spoke of a " book used by him '' before the 8th March, 186 

Sir John Nichols, in Rogers v. PittiSy says: — " The repu 
lication is tantamount to the making the will de novo, i 
brings down the will to its own date, and makes it speak, 
it were, cd that time. In short, the will so republished is 
all intents and purposes a new will." 

This is surely very clear. So in AUen v. Maddock, "C / 
Moore, 452, the Court said: ** A republication of a w 77/ 
would amount to a republication of whatever antecedent 
papers might answer the description of codicils, leaving it to 
be ascertained by parol evidence what might be the p;irticu- 
lar papers answering the description of either will or codicil." 
And again, p. 445 : — ** In the numerous cases to be found on 
the subject of republication of a will by a codicil duly exe- 
cu^ed, and which, in effect, is equivalent to a re-execution of 
the former instrument, it has never been held necessary that 
the codicil should refer to the particular papers containing 
the will, so as to distinguish it from all other wills." Again> 
p. 453 : — " It is sufficient that the description should be such 
as to enable the Court, when the evidence is produced, to 
say what is the instrument intended." 

The cases cited from 1 WUliama on Executors, 194, and Bopfif 
on Legacies are directly in point. It appears from In the goods 
of Hunt, 2 Robertson, 622, that a codicil duly executed will 
give effect and operation to a will after the passing of the 
Act, although the alteration was not duly attested, B,ni 
although thei will itself was executed before 1838, or to un- 
executed papers which have been written between the 
periods of the execution of the will and codicil, although the 
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jattor does not refer to the former, as where a testator by his 
will bequeathed articles of plate, " specified in schedules A 
and B,tobe annexed to this document" (his will), and after 
(lis death two such schedules^ m>irked A. and B were found, 
wliich it was sworn were not written when the will was exe- 
cuted, but were in existence prior to the execution of a 
subsequent codicil in which no mention was made of the 
schedule; Sir John Dodson admitted the two schedules to 
probate, together with the will and codicil. See also la the 
g^oda of Baldwin, 5 Notes of Cases, 2&3» 

Tn Oordon, v. Lord Reay, 5 Sim. 274, an attested codicil 
oonfirraed a will, but took no notice of a previous unattested 
oodicil; it was held that, a codicil being in law a part pf a 
Will, the second codicil by confirming the will established the* 
first codicil. 

It seems that this is directly applicable, for an existing 
Unattested paper suitably referred to in a will is a part of the 
>vill as well as a codicil is, and it is only on that ground that 
probate is granted of such paper. 

Another objection, if I rightly apprehend the argument, 
Was that evidence beyond the will could not be used for 
identifying the document referred to in it. 

It is impossible to read the cases cited on both sides, with- 
out seeing that no such rule is acknowledged in practicie. 
Indeed, from the nature of the case, some evidence must 
always bo required, with whatever clearness of reference the 
foreign instrument may be indicated in the will. 

In the case of Rogers v. Pitiia the question was considered 
on the face of the several instruments, and then on the 
extrinsic evidence. In Hodges v. HorsfaU^ 1 Rush. & Mylne, 
125, a plan was referred to in the argument. There were 
two in existence and parol evidence was admitted to bhow 
^hich of them liad been intended. In Rogers v. Pittis 
what the testator said was compared with the contents of 
one of two wills, to prove that his codicil was intended to 
establish that one, and not the other will. In Allen v. Mad- 
dock^ 11 Moore's P. 0. C. 440, the admissibility of parol tes- 
timony to identify the paper referred to in a will is repeatedly 
affirmed, and the distinction remarked on between evidence 
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to prove a testamentary paper and evidence to explain its 
meaning. 

The real question, as I consider, on this branch is whether 
there is sufficient evidence of either bo 3k to satisfy the re- 
quirements of the decided cases— or, I think the point will 
more accurately perhaps be, whether between the two such 
uncertainty is not raised as to preclude both. 

Tlie rule is well established that before an unattested in- 
strument can be admitted to incorporation with a will, it must 
have been referred to with clearness, and its identity pro'^ed 
with a degree of certainty that precludes mistake. 

The testator has referred to a book used or to be used by 
him for a particular purpose. Reading an I do the will as 
if it had been made on tiie 13th Sept., 1864, when it was re- 
published by the execution of the codicil, I have to enquire 
whether on that day there existed a book that had previou:*ly 
to that day been used by him for the particular purpo^ie ex- 
pressed, and whether there is any evidence to identify any 
particular book as being that book. For this purpose the 
internal evidences, extrinsic evidence, and declarations of the 
testator, are admissible and legitimate. 

The testator in this case had, as testators in multitudes 
of other ca-aes have had, that disposition which is congenial 
wit'i our weak and infirm nature, which aims to control and 
regulate the appropriation and m^oigament of property in 
tht3 hands of their heirs, after their power to exercise tnat 
control in their own behalf should have passed away. The 
evidence is abounding to show that while Mr. Seaman de* 
signed to make an equal division of his property among his 
children, he designed to do so in his own way and according 
to his own notions of their convenience, and of the relative 
value of different portions of his estate ; and also* that it was 
his purpose to charge against them respectively the lands 
which in his lifetime he apportioned to, and the moneys he 
advanced for them. 

To make a clear apprehension of the subject, I have found 
it necessary to institute a close analysis of the contents w 
6ach of the books, and to submit the two to a careful com- 
parison between themselves — the 14th clande of the wiB 
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BiDg kept constantly in view, as the light by which to read 
id to determine their respective claims. 
Proceeding then with the internal evidence, I begin with 
le red book as the older. This book commences at an early 
ariod, with this entry on the inside of the cover: " Sept. 27, 
J44, — this book is intended by me to make charges to each 
ember of ray family, as occasion may require, from time to 
tne, as I may think just and equal and right, it being my 
3sire to make all equal as regards my real and personal pro- 
arty which may be left behind when I leave for a better 
orld." 

The first four pages are in pencil, commencing thus: "In 
le distribution of lands in the village among my family, I 
ropose as follows " — then follow specific allotments of land 
» his nine children — William being then alive.- -the rate of 
Qproved upland being stated at £\0, and of marsh at £15; 
lesser rate is in some cases mentioned on account of inferior 
uality— in some instances the whole quantity of the lot is 
iven and the aggregate sum set down as its value. These 
iges conclude as follows : " Big marsh to be equally divided 
I quality and quantity, £10 per acre all round — Job to be 
rovided for equal with the rest ; all other lands to be equally 
vided. January 24th, 1846." 

I have been thus particular, because it is a striking fact 
lat the testator preserved not only the general principles 
)re laid down, but to a great extent the same specification 
id details throughout the long interval that elapsed till his 
iath. For example — Rufus is to have the homestead ; Ann 
Irs. McFarlane) a portion of the manor farm ; Sarah (Mrs. 
litchell) the other portion of it. 

Another page of pencil writing follows, in ^hich the testa- 
)r has entered : " March 25th, 1854, this day deeded lands 
n Joggin road to — 

Rufus, lo.t 620 acres, at 2(>3 £620 

Gilbert, lot 558 »* " 558 

James, lot 514 " " 514.'^ 

rhich entry corresponds in every particular with the three 
leeds in evidence written by William, except that they ex* 
•ress the consideration to be love and affection. 
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The page containB some fiirtlier proposed allotments of 
land. These first five pages I will distinguish as the first 
part of the red book. 

The second portion is in ink, with a few entries in pencil, 
and is kept in form of a debtor account against each child. 
Two of hi:* sons atid three of his daughters have charges 
against them of person^il property, viz. : Amos Thomas, £500, 
whicli is reh'nquished by a note written at the foot of hi 
account, in consequence, it is said of his continued illness r- 
Gilbert, £250; Ann, £125; Mary, £100 on her own account 
and £50 apparently in some business^ respecting a vesse 
with her husband; and Jane £50 for herself, and. £12 lOs. 
money received by her husband. Against each of the so 
are entered marsh lots '* divided " to them, viz. : Amos, £31 
James, £350; Gilbert, £197 10s.; Rufus, £205 ; and again 
Mary, a marsh lot "divided on day of her marriage," £32 
and against James, Gilbert, and Bufus are entered in penc^ il 




the lots on the Joggin road before mentioned, at the sa 
valuations, except that James' is increased from 514 acr 
and £514 to 515 acres and £515. 

These charges make up the second part of the red boo 
omitting William's account, and two accounts with oth^r 
parties that have no bearing. The entries in this part of tbm« 
book have various dates, extending from 1845 to 1860. 

All the entries in the first and second parts of the red bool^ 
have light pencil lines scored across them in the usual ma.^' 
ner of obliteration. 

On the next page is an entry having reference to a previoc^s 
will, viz. : '* This book is kept by me, and the entries ai:»<l 
charges therein given made in accordance with the clause 
inserted in my will executed on the 23rd day of Septemb^^i 
1861, referring to the same. — Amos Seaman." This is scored 
across by diagonal pencil lines. Below and on the same pa 
is written and subscribed by the testator another entry 
title in the same words, except referring to a will oxecat 
on the 8th March, 1862, being that under consideration. 

Immediately following are eight pages of writing in i 
dated on diflFerent days successively from 17th March, 18 
to 2Sth March, 1962, each entitled '' Memorandum to be k^J^ 
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and performed," and expressing what the heir designated in 
it was to have of the testator's real estate. 

This is the third and last portion of the red book, and 
is that which has been printed and propounded on the part of 
Mr. Rnfus Searaan. 

It gives to James, Gilbert, and Rufns respectively the three 
Joggin lots before mentioned, at the same valuations as before, 
except an inorearje of £30 on Rnf U8*s ; but none other of the 
charges in the second part of the book are made in this. 

It gives two new allotments to the heirs of Amos, one to 
the heirs of James, two to Mrs. McFarlano, one to Gilbert, 
none to Rupert, two to Mrs. Vernon, two to Mrs. Holland, and 
one to Mrs. Mitchell ; and then follow the proportions in 
"Which they are to have the residue of the testator's real estate 
expressed as one-eighth part of the big marsh, viz. : 350 acres 
Value £10 per acre (<£3500); and also one-eighth part of all 
tindivided lands, together with one-eighth of all rents and 
profits that may arise from the Joggin lands and quarries, 
Vahie in time estimated at <£2750. 

There are intimations given in these two entries that allot- 
ments had been made out of the big marsh which were to 
form part of the one-eighth, but they are not specified ; and 
also instructions that other allotments might still be made, 
l>oth of the marsh and other undivided lands. 

It will be seen that none of the charges of personal pro- 
perty, and none of the lots of marsh charged in the second 
part of the book, are mentioned in the third part, which is 
that which, as I have said, has been printed and propounded. 

It is hardly possible to believe the testator intended to 
abandon these charges, seeing the short interval between the 
nauking of the will and the writing-up the book — not three 
'W^^eks; and the book itself gives intimation fas I have men- 
Woned) of the testator's intention that the previously allotted 
portions of the big marsh should form part of the shares of 
"the parties who had received these portions. 

This propounded part of the red book thus fails in two 
^•^portant particulars. It does not bring forward the charges 
Contained in the previous part of the book, while it refers to 
^^e portion of these charges in a manner so vague and un- 
^*5fined, as must have led to confusion and nncortainty, and 



208 In RB estate OF SEAMAN. 

t))e probable frnstnition of the testator's intention as regards 
these charges ; and, what is more to the point, it falls short 
of meeting the desire and fulfilling the object distinctly ex- 
pressed in the 14rth and the residuary clauses of his will — 
that his heirs should be charged with the advances in per- 
sonal and real estate they had received or might receive. 

Turning to the examination of the other book — the blacK 
book — the first thing presented is its preface, which is mor« 
distinctly directed to the objects of the 14th clause than th^ 
preface of the former book. 

" This book is kept by me, and the charges, entries, an 
memorandums herein made are in conformity with the clause^ 
inserted in my will, executed on the eighth day of Marc " 
one thousand eight hundred and sixty-two ; and I desire art3 
direct that the amounts herein charged against, and t 
several allotments and divisions of my Minudie estate 
other lands and personal property made to my children axic 
their heirs, shall be adhered to and bind all parties on the 
distribution of my estate, both real and personal. 

Amos Seaua^.*' 

Next it contains what the other wants to meet the purpose 
of the 14th clause. For it charges advances of personal pro- 
perty, and these correspond with the similar charges in the 
second part of the red book, except in adding the charge to 
Mrs. Mitchell of her marriage outfit, conformably with what 
had been done to her three sisters. And, also, it charges the 
marsh lots previously allotted and charged in the second part 
of the red book, with the exception of the marsh entered as 
deeded Mrs. Vernon on the day of her marriage. Further, it 
takes no notice of the undivided residue of the real estate, or 
the proportions in which the heirs were to inherit it or its 
supposed value ; nor does it notice the rents of the quarries. 

Whatever other object this information on these points 
might answer, it is obvious it was wholly foreign from the 
purpose the book mentioned in the I4th olause was designed 
to answer, viz. : of being an account of what the heirs had 
received in severalty, that, the value being deducted from 
their proportions on a final division, the intention '' to m^k^ 
•11 equal/' expressed as early, as 1844, might be carried oot: 

The black book also contains all the specific appropriatiooi 
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contained in the propounded part of the red book except two, 
a wood lot to Mrs. McFarlane, and I think a lot to Mrs. Hib- 
bard, as far as I can make out the description. Besides all 
these it contains further allotments to most of the heirs, chiefly 
in the Big Marsh, and it will be recollected that the propoun- 
"ded part of the red book intimates the probability of additional 
allotments being made, and this is not an unimportant feature 
in the internal evidence in corroboration of the black book. 

In considering the internal evidence, the wording of the 
residuary clause ought not to be omitted. After directing 
the residue to be divided into eight equal shares, the testator 
says : '* In whicli division respect shall be had as well to any 
apportionment as to any advances made or to be made by me, 
as hereinbefore provided for," and that each party's share 
should comprise the land that should have been allotted to 
him, aad should have deducted every advancement and charge 
Which should be made by him for or to the same party as 
aforesaid. 

Having before us the will and the two books, the enquiry 
necessarily arises, why the testator should have made up the 
later book ? He tells us himself in his preface ; but inde- 
pendently of any declaration of his, and drawing our answer 
to the enquiry solely from the books themselves, read in the 
light reflected from the will, there seems to be but one ration- 
al conclusion, and this is that he designed it to be the final 
record of his intention as expressed in the 14th clause, by 
collecting together the elements for the division of his 
estate, scattered through the other book, with such altera- 
tions, omissions, and additions as he saw fit to make after a 
fall and careful revision of his estate and the circumstances 
x){ his heirs. His right to make alterations, omissions, and 
additions is unquestionable — that he might see occasion to 
do 80 was far from improbable. And it must be recollected 
that appropriations of land were not necessarily benefits — 
they diminished the share of the undivided lands, and their 
relative value depended on the valuation. 

While, however, I see iu the internal evidence an immea- 
surable preponderance in favor of the black book, evidence 
extrinsic may yet be necessary to give it application, and to 
lay the foundation of jadicial conviction. 
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From the evidence we learn that the red book had long 
been known to the family, and had, at some time, been gener- 
ally accessible, being kept in an open trnnk in the testators 
house — that little more than a month before his death tb< 
testator gave it to Jlr. Vernon, his son-in-law, saj'ing, " I wani 
yon to take this down to the boys (meaning his sons) ; tel, 
them this is to be the final division of my estate, as the boo! 
will show thnm " — and that at a still later time the testato^^^^^ 
asked his son Rnfus if he got the book from Vernon, tellii^^B-io- 
him " to keep it, take care of it, you will see by that how r 

Avant my property divided." 

On this evidence it is that the red book is set «p, either ^ 
the book referred to in the I4th clause, or as inducing sa 
much uncertainty as to neutralize both. 

The history of the black book we receive from Mr. McB^ar- 
lane. He says he bought and gave it to the testator, and e^. 
plained to him the difficulties tliat might arise from the 
di^crepancies and entries in the red book, and desired him to 
make what entries he intended to make in connection with 
his will in the black book ; and he says (line 1260) that the 
first time he saw it after he had given it to the testator, he^ 
(the testator) said that it was the book kept by him in coii.^ 
uection with his will, and that he had made the red book nul 
and void. 

Mr. McFarlane further testifies that on tlie occsLsior:::^^, 
of the execution of the codicil the testator converses 
with him respecting his estate and its distributioB. Amonj 
other things, he says the testator *' stated to ma tha( tbe bool 
— the important book kept by him in connection with bis wilf ^ 
— was in his red box, where he kept his money ; that this 
book contained his directions respecting the disposition of hi 
property, and that he relied on me to see that his direction 
as therein given were carefully fulfilled. He said that 
would get the keys of this box from Mrs. McFarlane, to whon^^ 
he had given them, and to take the box into my charge. I them:> 
took two keys given me by her and put them into my pocke^r 
one of them being the key of the red box." Mr. McFarlane 
proceeds to say : *' This conversation was the last I ever had 
with him in reference to his estate. He died the following 
morning. In the course of the forenoon I took posses 
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jion of the red truuk, which I had previously seen, from 
jnder the head of his bed on which he slept and died. 
3n opening it I found the black book which I now produce. 
riiis is the same book which he had before repeatedly shown 
ne as the book kept by him in connection with his will. The 
3ntries and writing therein are eutiroly those of the deceased ;. 
ind the book is in the same condition, and the entries therein 
contained the same, as when received by me." 

This evidence of identification is very strong — stronger 
than any I have met with in any of the cases ; for I know of 
■no case in which a testator personally identifies the document 
to be incorporated, at a time and in a manner, and under 
circumstances which exclude any conflicting document being 
subsequently establish+^d ; for it was his dying act, and thaL 
act pointed with the utmost certainty to but one object. 

It must be borne in mind that the will, as I. understand the- 
law, speaks at the moment of the execution of the codicil; 
and that contemporaneously therewith the testator, indioates- 
"whera the book was deposited. This, to me, is equivalent to 
Hhe testator, after repeating the 14th clause, adding: "And 
the book used by me for the purpose — thus stated in this 
clause of my will — is there in that money box, and here is the 
key ; " or, as if he had caused the book to be taken from the 
box, and with his own hand put it into the hand of his execu- 
tor, using like words^ 

To overbear or to neutralize such testimony — testimony in 
which the internal and the extrinsic evidence unite, and both 
reach the highest degree — there must be opposed something 
of constraining force, contradictory, and incapable of explana- - 
tion. Such, I think, is not the character of the opposing, 
evidence. 

All that is in the second and third parts of the red book 
is in the black, with the exceptions I have named, and altera- 
tions in a few instances in valuations. The distinction lies in > 
the black book containing more than the other; but it con- 
tains nothing more than what is coincident with the will, or is 
explained in the evidence, or is indicated in the red book 
itself. The origin of the black book is explained in a satisfac- 
tory manner ; for it is impossible to examine the red book 
with its rough unfinished pencillings and obliterations, not to 
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see the expediency of a record more regular, clear, and 
certain. 

The black book \a itself the evidence that the testator did 
in fact make one more regular, complete, and certain ; and in 
the very nature of things I do not see how we can give the 
testator credit for the most ordinary measure of common 
sense, and yet imagine him to have had any other purpose 
than that purpose which the book itself evinces. And 
when the evidence shows that he carefully preserved it in 
his own possession until death approached, and then directed 
his executor where to find it — and where he did find it — to 
say nothing of the testator's dying injunction to see his direc- 
tions carefully fulfilled, and M this after the conversations 
testified to by Vernon and Rufus, I find it impossible to 
Ibelieve that these conversations' establish an intention as 
regards the books contrary to the conclusion that the evidence 
otherwise irresistibly establishes, or raise a doubt adequate to 
ineutralize that conclusion. 

Mr. Vernon's testimony is that the testator said: "This is 
to be the final division of my estate as the book will show;" 
and Mr. Kufus Seaman says that his father's language was, 
•' Keep it ; take care of it ; you will see by that how I want 
my property divided" — referring to the red book. 

What the book informed his sons principally was that each 
child and the children of those deceased would have an equal 
share of his real estate. They knew that to some extent h& 
had anticipated the division by specific appropriations, and 
the book itself showed that when he wrote it he contemplated 
further appropriations ; but all these, they would understand 
from the book, were to be subordinate to his leading purpos© 
of equality in the division. 

The testator could not have said this of the^black book ; 
it was confined to the object to which the 14th clause of the 
will was directed, and gave no intimation of the proportions 
in which the heirg were to inherit, and would have given his 
sons no assurance of the equality he designed ; the last part 
of the red book was rather an abstract of the will, and seems 
to have been made with a different intent. 

With the facts in proof — with the objects expressed in the 
.14th clause, — for a Court of Justice to interpret what the 
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testator said to Yemen and Rufus as intimating a strict divi- 
sion according to that book in all respects — as an intimation 
that he had abandoned all charges for advances, and had, 
since that book was written, made no further allotments, — 
would, I think, be to give the evidence a meaning far beyond 
its reasonable import, and bring it into conflict with a mass 
of evidence, internal and extrinsic, direct and inferential, of 
the very strongest character ; leading to a conclusion consis- 
tent, clear, and incapable of two constructions. 

The object for which the red book was sent to the sons 
may also be gathered from the statement of Mr. Rufus Sea- 
man, that when his father came to his store, ** he said he had 
made a will, in which he considered he had divided his prop- 
erty equally among all his children, all to share alike." And 
there is evidence bearing more directly on this point in ano- 
ther part of Mr. Rufus Seaman's testimony. Allufling to his 
conversation with his father in his store, he says he '* spoke 
of the homestead; said he intended it for me; at the same 
time ho referred to the book sent me by Vernon ; said, you 
will see in the adding-up that your share is not equal to the 
rest, but when this place is added to it it will make it more 
than equal." He " spoke of the top of the hill as being a 
desirable place for his son-in-law, Dr. Mitchell, and said he 
ought to have a building lot there ; he then told me that- that 
property was to come to me through Mrs McParlane; he 
said, you have blamed Mrs. McParlane for interfering with 
our business, but to show you that you are mistaken, this 
property will come to you through her." Now before it 
could come throtigh her, she must receive it : and so Rufus 
understood, for he adds, " I said, perhaps Mr. and Mrs. McPar- 
lane will not be willing to do what they have told you they 
will." He said, " I have every confidence in Mac and his 
wife that they will do what they have agreed to do." 

Rufus knew that the homestead was not given to Mrs. 
McParlane by the red book, and, therefore, that it must be 
given by some other document — whether will, deed, paper, or 
book ;'and he must have learned when bis father told him, re- 
ferring to the red book, that he would see by that how he 
wanted his property divided, that he had not intended to 
exclude other allotments besides those comprised in the red 
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book; because here was a property, which some of the wit- 
nesses value at £4000, not comprised in the propounded red 
book, and yet separated by individual appropriation from the 
residue of the estate, as his father'^ conversation elcarly inti- 
mated to him. 

This leads me to recur to the contents of the black book for 
the purpose of considering the two last pages^ which I have < 
hitherto abstained from doing. They are important from the ^ 
value of the subjects treated, and from the influence they ^ 
probably exercise in the controversy. By the first of thei 
the testator says: — 

*' In addition to the lands I have set apart to my daughten 
Ann and Sarah, I further allot to them, jointly, ai>d to b( 
equally divided between them, all that part of my Minudi^ . 
estate at present occupied by myself, etc., (describing it^^^ 
with the wharves and buildings thereon, at a value of jC120( 
— Done at Minudie this twelfth day of August, one thousan 
eight hundred and sixty-two. — Amos Seaman " 

Knowing, as we do, from the evidence, that from an earl 
period the testator intended the homestead for his son Rufn- 
this appropriation would seem most unaccountable, exce 
for the explanation given to him by the testator. It is to lfcD( 
regretted that no elucidation is afforded by the evidence ^/ 
the reason of this arrangement, and of the time and mode Su 
which it was to be ultimately concluded; nor any explai::ia- 
tion of the cause of introducing Mrs. Mitchell into tTje 
bequest, which seems in some degree incongruous with the 
object stated by the testator. Yet I cannot but perceive 
that the correspondence, as far as it goes, between the state- 
ment of the testator on this point and this appropriation, 
affords fresh and strong corroboration of the authority of the 
black book as being that by which the testator intended the 
division of his estate to be controlled under the I4th claase 
of his will. 

I cannot pass from this point without saying that it is to 
•be hoped that if this appropriation was made by the testa- 
tor, under any agreement that the homestead should be 
(transferred to Rufus, as appears to have been the case from 
• the testator's language, and from Mr. McFarlaue having since 
i bis death said the homestead was to belong to Bafos, no UD- 
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necessary delay may occur in executing the trust which such 
an arrangement raises, and which this Court has power to en- 
force, and thereby remove an occasion of dissatisfaction that 
may tend to retard the settlement of the estate. 

The last entry in the black book recites that the testator 
considered himself to have been deceived in the value of 
stock in a gas company, in some bargain in which Mr. Hibbard 
was concerned, and in consequence he directs $4000 to bo 
charged to his daughter Jane (Mrs. Hibbard), and deducted 
from her share. This entry is dated Dec. 1st, 1862. There 
is evidence that the testator made this complaint in his life- 
time, and stated his intention to make the charge against Mrs. 
Hibbard's share. This entry in the black book furnishes, 
therefore, no evidence against its authority, but rather tends 
to confirm it. Indeed, when the testator, in August, 1862, 
and again iii Dec, 1862, made in this black book these two 
charges, which from the testimony of Rufus as to one, 
and the testimony of many witnesses as to the other, we 
know he designed should operate on the settlement of his 
estate, the inference is very strong ; nay, it is more than in- 
ference — it is a fact, that he, after the red book had been 
finished, used the black book for purposes expressed in the 
14th clause, and so used it after he had entered in it the 
other entries it contained, thus giving a character to the 
whole- 
Mr. McCulIy urged the superior claim of the red book, 
because it was the earlier, and ingeniously argued that being 
the first it became first incorporated with the will, and could 
not be revoked by an unattested instrument ; but he failed 
to perceive that his argument on another branch of his case 
defeated this : he had said, and truly, that an unattested instru- 
ment made after the will had no testamentary force. When 
the black book was written, both books were alike inoperative; 
it was the republication in September, 1864, that gave vitality 
to the " book used by the testator for the purpose " of the 
14th clause, and that was the black book, if the testator had 
before that time substituted it for the red book. The giving 
the red book to persons, none of whom were at the time ex- 
ecutors, and retaining the black book in his own possession 
until given at the latest moment to bis executor, are facts of 
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iffiijnifioance ; and, finally, the fact that the recogaition and 9 
identification by the testator of the black book were afitr his^ 
conversations with Vernon and Rufns, would determine the^ 
question, though the bearing and effect of these conversation 
were more weighty than I have taken them to bo. 

On the pul'ject of the incorporation of unattested paper 
many cases were cited on both sides, into which, as indee 
into every case cited for any purpose, I have carefully looked 
but the question having been fully considered in later case 
in which those previous have been fully examined, I deem i 
unnecessary to refer, except in the briefest manner, to tlk 
earlier decisions. 

Smart v. Prujean, 6 Ves. 560, is a leading case, and one 
the earliest. There the Chancellor laid down that an instr ^j. 
mont properly attested, in order to incorporate an instrurao »it 
not attested, must describe it so as to be a manifestatiou o/ 
what the paper is that is meant to be incorporated, in su c?/i 
a way that the Court can be under no mistake. It was, how- 
ever, unnecessary to resort to the rule there, because there 
was an«»ther decisive point. The will stated that the unat- 
tested paper would be left with a certain person, which it 
had not been, and the Chancellor was not satisfied the tes- 
tator meant it to have effect unless so left. What was meant 
by impossibility of mistake succeeding cases show, and, as we 
might expect, the expression is taken in a reasonable, not an 
unlimited sense. 

In Wilkinaon v. Adam, 1 Ves. & Beames, 422, the will desired 
that the observations and directions the testator should leave 
for the better improvement of his estate, etc., in a book, 
should be observed ; and the Court held that the book which 
contained those directions could not be used for a different 
purpose, viz. : to prove his recognition of illegitimate children. 

In Croker v. Hertford, 4 Moore's P. C. C. 364, by a codicil 
the testator ratified his ^' said will and codicils," held not to 
bring in an unattested paper, in which he gave legacies: first, 
because in strict language it was not a codicil ; and, secondly; 
because there was no identification of that particular paper. 

DeZichy Ferraris v. Croker et aZ, 3 Curteis, 499, was nearly 
the same case, having the same result. 

mUon V. Harris, 4 Bligh's P. 0. 0. N. S. 322, is very like 
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Smart v. Prujearij and decided on the same points. First, the 
'Will said the testator had put the unattested paper into the 
hands of his executors, and they swore they had never received 
it ; secondly, no explanation was given of the cubtody out of 
^vhich the paper oflFered for proof came, and nothing to con- 
nect it with the paper mentioned in the will. The Court 
say (p. 364) : "There was a want of identification, there was no 
evidence to show that the engagement produced was tlie en- 
gagement referred to in the will, and rather there was evi- 
dence the other wav, because the executors to whom the tes- 
tator said he had given it denied having ever received it." 

Utterton v. Bobbins, 1 A. & E. 423. Here the testator, by 
Several unattested memoranda, left a certain house to his 
daughter which had been purchased since his will. He after- 
ivards made a codicil, duly attested, giving all his lands pur- 
chased since his will to trustees for the uses expressed in liis 
ivill concerning the residue. Held, that the house passed to 
the trustees. 

In the argument, Lord Denman put this case (p. 431): — 
Suppose a man having made a devise of real property, not 
attested, went into a distant country, and there signed a 
|mper duly attested stating that his will was in a particular 
place (mentioning it), would not the will in that case pass 
the property? 

Dickinson v. Stidolph, 11 C. B. N. S. 341, was another case 
cited. The testator, by an attested instrument, revoked all 
former wills, except two memoranda, dated 10th May, 1819, 
^hich were to remain in force with her will. Only one was 
iound and that was upheld. The Court said (p. 356): "She 
refers to two memoranda. The context shows that she refers 
to a testamentary paper, for they are to remain in force with 
her will ; and, as no other testamentary paper of that date has 
been found, we consider this to be sufficiently identified as 
one of those to which she refers. It is signed by her, it has 
the specified date, and it constitutes the disposition of her 
residuary estate which is wanting in the will." In giving 
judgment in this case, the Court recognized the rule in Smart 
V. Prujean, and said the unattested paper must be referred 
to iu the will in such a manner as shall, with the assistance of 
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parol evidence, when necessary and propeily admissiU. "J, 
leave no donbt of its identity. 

Now in that case there was no reference beyond the d{«.t;e 
and there was but one instead of two papers, as referred iro; 
but a paper answering that date was upheld. 

Here the reference is to a book used for a special purpcse, 
as in Wilkinson v. Adam, and the book produced most per- 
fectly corresponds ; while the proof of identity in the present 
case is more direct and certain than in that. 

The case of the Ooods of Graves, 1 Swabey & Tristran, 250, 
has a strong bearing on the nature of the requisite evidence. 
There the testator made his will, dated April 22, 185C, and 
gave to Sarah Florence ** some household furniture, to be de- 
livered to her in one week after my decease, which she has 
got a list of, if she lives with me at the time of my death." 

When the will was executed, the list referred to was not 
produced. Sarah Florence deposed that the testator, about 
the year 1852, upon making a former will, stated to her, she 
being his housekeeper, that it was his intention to leave her 
some portion of his furniture, and that thereupon he handed 
her a list of such furniture which he desired her to keep, 
(the list was in his handwriting, and began: " List of goods 
that I give to my godson Edward Florence," and ended thns, 
" My violin and clarionets,'-) that when he executed his said 
will in April, 1856, he agjiin requested her to keep the said 
list, which she had then in her possession, and that she did 
so until his death, and that the deceased never gave her any 
other list; and she believed the same to be the one referred 
to in tlie will, and intended to be a bequest to her. The John 
Edward Florence mentioned in the list was an illegitimate 
son of the deceased by Sarah Florence. 

Sir C." Cresswell. — "The list purports to be a list of certain 
property intended by the testator for another person, and it 
does not correspond with the one mentioned in the will. If 
I granted the motion, I should be extending the principle 
laid down in AUen v. Maddock, which I am not inclined to do, 
although I entirely concur in that decision." 

From this case we see the nature of the testimony received 
in such cases. The person to be benefitted was the witness 
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• 

to declarations of the testator in her own favor, and on tliis evi- 
dence the paper undoubtedly would have been received to 
proof had it corresponded with the object of the bequest ; 
and we may infer from the significant reference to tlie fact 
that the Hat was not produced when the will was executed, 
that had that been the case, it would have been received, 
although discrepant in its terms. It is on the individual 
identification I relv in the case bef6re us. 

In Van Straubenzee v. MoncJCy Law Digest, part 2nd, vol. 4, 
N. S., 1862-3, the attested paper made no mention of, or refer- 
ence to any paper as existing ; by inference only could it be 
judged a paper existed ; and the proof of identity was defec- 
tive, because the envelope had been opened and there was 
no proof that the papers found were the same as those first 
enclosed. The circumstances were: — M. duly executed the 
following document: ** It is my wish for my dear husband to 
administer to the moneys ; the smaller bequests L. will be so 
kind as to attend to." She then, in the presence ot the at- 
testing witnesses, enclosed in it two papers with writing there- 
on, folded it up and sealed it. After her death the envelope was 
found to contain two sheets of paper, containing bequests of 
money and other bequests, in the handwriting of deceased, 
but unexecuted. When found, it appeared that the envelope 
had been opened and resealed, and there was no evidence that 
the papers found in it were those originally enclosed or that 
they were in existence when the envelope was executed. 
No other testamentary papers were found. Held, that the 
duly executed paper did not refer to any written document 
as then existing; and, if it did so, that the document was 
Hot pointed out in such manner as to enable the Court to 
ascertain its identity, and, therefore, that the three papers 
Were not entitled to probate. (32 L. J., 21 Prob. & Matr., 
8 J. N. S., 1159 ; 7 L. T. R. N. S. 723.) 

Digest to Weekly Reporter, from Mich. 1863 to Trin. 1864, 
Probate Digest. 3, Goods of AlnuU, viz.: A codicil referred 
to and confirmed a first codicil. No evidence that a previous 
codicil had been executed ; but a draft codicil was found 
among the testator's papers, which the solicitor proved he 
prepared and supposed had been executed when he wrote 
the codicil that was executed. Probate refused of the draft 
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codicil, as it was not sufficiently identified as the paper re- 
ferred to by the testator. 

There was no evidence to connect the draft codicil mtii 
the testator, or to show that when he spoke in his will of a 
first codicil he meant the draft, except being found with the 
papers — a circumstance which has been held not sufficient. 

The Goods of the Countess of Durham, 3 Curteis 57. The 
will referred to a revoked will of her late husband. Probate 
was granted of the two. 

2he Goods of T. Dickins, 3 Ciirteis, 60. The will referred 
to a deed of settlement, and probate was granted of both. 

Allen V. Maddockf 11 Moore's P. C. C. 427. The decision in 
this case is very elaborate, and exhausts the subject. It is 
referred to in a later case, with approval. The Goods of 
Graves, 1 Swabev & Trist. 250. The will was not attested 
according to law. By a paper sufficiently attested, and ex- 
pressed as follows, " This is a codicil to my last will and testa- 
ment," the testatrix gave several legacies, but made no other 
reference to her having made a will. Held that parol evi- 
dence was admissible, and a will found in a trunk was on the 
evidence admitted to probate. 

By the will, dated 1st Dec, 1851, the testatrix had appointed 

the Rev. Wood and Sir Thos. H. Maddock her executors. 

There was only one witness. The codicil was dated 13th 
Sept., 1856, and by it she gave several legacies, and among 
others to her servant, Eliza Baker, who was a prominent witr 
ness, and proved that the testatrix had expressed her inten- 
tion to make a will, and appoint Sir Thomas her execntor; 
that she saw her writing it, and that afterwards the deceased 
told her she had made her will and appointed him t^xecntor, 
and had deposited the will in a chest in her room ; that the 
chest alluded to was kept in the room of deceased nntil 
shortly before her death, when it was moved to witness's 
room ; and she further deposed to the finding the will in that 
chest, and the codicil in the drawers in deceased's room, and 
that she knew of no other will except one destroyed long before. 
Proof was given of search, and no other will or codicil was 
found. The surgeon who took her instructions for the codioili 
and who was an attesting witness, deposed that the deceased, 
in answer to his question who was her executor, answered 
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>ir Thomas H. Maddock, and that he deposited the codicil 
n the drawer where it was found. Another witness testified 
hat after tlie codicil was signed, the testatrix was asked 
rhere the will was, and that she replied, " that is in safe 
eeping." Sir J. Dodson, by his judgment, held that though 
he will was not executed according to the Statute, he was 
atisfied from the evidence, and the place where the will and 
odicil were found, that the instrument of 1851 was the wilj 
rhich the testatrix referred to in the codicil, and he decreed 
robate of the two papers, as together containing the will of 
be testatrix. This decision was appealed from and affirmed. 

It is to be noticed that here there was no reference in the 
odicil to a will further than the words " this is a codicil to 
ay last will" imported the existence of a will. 

In the present case there is distinct reference to a book 
ised for the purpose expressed in the clause. 

There the statement of testatrix that the will was deposited 
n a chest was long before the making of the codicil ; at the 
alter time she was no more precise than to say " it is in safe 
seeping." 

Here the information where the book was deposited and 
the means of procuring it were furnished just before the tes- 
taitor's death, and when no alteration could take place in any 
of the circumstances. 

Id both cases there is the evidence of declarations of the 
testator and testatrix. This case, which was decided evi- 
dently on great consideration and has been approved of in a 
later case, seems to me strongly in point. 

In this case, as in some others, stress is laid upon the fact 
that no other document of like nature could on search be 
Ponnd. 

I think that this fact only bears on cases when the evi- 
dence of identification is not perfect and complete — when it 
leaves room for the existence of some other paper. If the 
testatrix in that case, when asked where her will was, had 
8aid, at a time when so near her death as to leave no space 
for alteration in the circumstances, " My will is in that 
^runk," it appears to me there could have existed no neces- 
sity for search for other papers, and there would be less 
eason in the case of a book or paper referred to than of a 
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will. The Court on this point, in that case, said that ^^jt 
must always be proved or assumed that there is no later w/// 
revoking the one set up. This fact is one which is in tru^A 
a necessary foundation of the establishment of every testa- 
mentary paper." And again : " If we are to read the codicil 
with the knowledge of what the testatrix knew, namely, that 
she had this testamentary paper and no other, can it be 
doubted that this is the paper referred to ?'' 

In the case before the Court, the direction of the testator 
leaves no room to doubt that the book in his cash box was 
the book that the 14th clause referred to. 

I have reviewed all the cases cited, and, in view of the 
facts and evidence in this case, I possess no power over my 
own mind adequate to prevent these facts and that evidence 
from producing the conviction that the black book was that 
which the testator intended to be the book that was to give 
eflFoct to his desire expressed in the 14th clause of his will: 
and this opinion which I thus am constrained to entertain as 
an individual, the legal authorities, I think, require rae to 
maintain judicially. I have gone through the several cases 
in which the unattested paper has been disallowed, and have 
asked myself what the decisions would have been had the 
testators in these cases identified the papers in the manner 
the testator did in this case ; and I cannot but believe, from 
the tenor of all the cases, especially the later ones, that such 
evidence would have been held sufficient to establish the 
papers. 

My opinion, therefore, is that the book No. 12, distinguished 
as the black book, is the book referred to in the 14th clause 
of the testator's will, as it spoke on the 13th Sept., 1864, 
when republished by the codicil. 

The next question arises under the 15th clause. (His lord- 
ship here read this clause.) 

Under this clause is propounded a paper marked No 13, 
signed by the testator, and containing allotments of land to 
hid several heirs, all of which at the like valuations are con- 
tained in the black book, .except one lot to Mrs. Sarah Mit- 
chell, which, from the description, 1 presume to be part of 
the homestead given by the black book to Mrs. McFarlane 
and her jointly. 
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In this paper the testator says that ho allots to his several 
liildren and their heirs, in accordance with the clause in his 
vill, for the purpose of defining certain portions of his 
^inudie estate, which it is his desire shall form part of the 
Dortinu or share they shall inherit under his will, with the 
JBtiraatod value thereof. 

Mr. McFarlane deposes that this paper was prepared by 
lim at the testator's request, who returned it to him signed, 
ind with the valuations filled in, and told him to keep it with 
lis will, which he did until produced with the will after tes- 
:ator*8 death. 

This was a paper existing when the testator republished 
Ills will. It answers the objects and terms of the 15th- clause ; 
i\nd I think that, although the evidence of identification is 
not 80 direct as in the case of the book, it is sufiicient; and I 
am, therefore, of opinion that this paper is the paper referred 
to in the I5th clause of the will when it was republished. 

Under this clause there are also propounded three deeds, 
made by the testator in 1854, of lots on the Joggin road, 
W'hich have been already noticed. These lots and their valu- 
itious are enumerated in No. 13. Also six -deeds made by 
;lie testator in January, 1864, expressed to bo for valuable 
'Onsideration. 

As deeds, I think there is not sufficient evidence to support 
bem as executed deeds or as escrows : I think they would 
ill under the case of deeds imperfectly executed, which 
•bancery will not establish. 

But I am of opinion that there is evidence to identify them 
a deeds referred to in the 15th clause, and therefore suflS- 
ient to give them the character of testamentary papers. 

The next question relates to the codicil of 1862. 

It is necessary to bear in mind that the powers conferred 
y the Ajct alluded to are limited, and that many questions 
BFecting parties having interests under the testator^s will may 
3quire the ordinary modes of procedure for their adjudi- 
ation; and that any judgment we give may reach no further 
ian to protect the executors in acting under it. Of this 
ature are some of the matters that have been brought 
efore us. Respecting some others there may be much room 
)r doubt. 
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The recent Act of our legislature under wliich these p 
ccedings are conducted, copied from a very modern English 
Act of Parliament, is calculated to be very useful in faci 
tating the settlement of properties in trust, and in relievi^^ 
from undue responsibility the trustees. To carry its ope^r- 
tion beyond the intention of the legislature, and to ma "l^ 
its proceedings in all cases of questions of trust-interests ti fj, 
substitute for a suit, would be injurious to the system?^ t/c 
administration of the law, and dangerous to the rights of par- 
ties, by removing the protection afforded by the forms that 
attend the prosecution of a suit between parties. 

The codicil asserted bv ono of the executors and contested 
by the other, dated 22nd October, 1862, is a subject which I 
think is not within our present inquiries. Supposing it to be 
within the intention of the Act, which I greatly question, the 
inquiry, as regards its operation and oflFect, is, I think, prema- 
ture, until the claims against which this instrument professes 
to be directed shall be asserted in distinct form : and thfe 
same reason applies to the objection urged against the validity 
of its execution. 

There is, besides, a more fundamental objection against this 
latter inquiry. I conceive that inquiry belongs to the Pro- ^i 
bate Court alone (as I suggested to the counsel at the argu- 
ment), and can only come before the Supreme Court in its 
appellate jurisdiction. That this is so, appears clearly from 
the ease of Barnes v. Vincent, 5 Moore's P. C. C. 201 (1846), 
which was an appeal from a decree of the Prerogative Court 
of Canterbury rejecting the allegation and refusing probate 
of a will of a married woman made under a power, because 
the requisitions of the power regarding the execution had 
not been complied with. This was reversed by the Privy 
Council, on the ground that it belonged to the Court ot 
Equity to determine whether the power had been properly 
followed, and rejection of probate precluded the party from 
having the opinion of that Court, " because, if probate be 
refused, the Courts of Equity can never know anything of 
the will at all." And again, the learned judge (Lord 
Brougham) says : " On both sides of Westminster Hall, ^hen 
A power is to be executed by a last will, probate of the in- 
strument must be obtained before any Court can look at it or 
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now of its existence :" and he cited Ross v. Ewer, 3 Atk. 
BO; Jenkin v. Whitehouse, 1 Biirr. 431. 

The cause was sent back, with directions to admit the alle- 
ation and take evidence to prove the will, taking into no 
Dnsideration wliatever the execution of the power. 

In Boss V. i&tJer, Lord Hardwicke said: ** Where 2l femme 
wert has a separate power over her estate and may dispose 
: it by will, whatever sort of writing she leaves, it ought to 
3 first propounded as a will in the spiritual Court," and 
I Jenkin v. Whitehouse, Lord Mansfield fully recognized the 
lie. 

Sir Herbert Jenner, in Oriffin v. Ferard, 1 Curt. 109 
l835), felt his responsibility in refusing probate (because ho 
lought the paper to be not dispositive) to be enhanced from 
le same cause, as '* thereby, so far as this Court is con- 
Brned, precluding the parties from resorting to another 
oart, for the purpose of obtaining its opinion on the con- 
traction of the paper." 

I have, however, investigated the cases cited, and, if it can 
erve any useful purpose, I am ready to give my opinion on 
he two points raised, viz: Whether it is testamentary in 
haracter ; whether the penalty it imposes is absolute or in 
^rorem. 

On the question raised on the 11th clause of the will 
«specting the shore quarry frontage, I do not propose to 
jive an opinion. It is unnecessary to do so, as my learned 
brethren are agreed on the point, and the contention arises 
'H the frame of the will, on which I would rather avoid 
giving an opinion, unless absolutely required to do so. The 
[tiestion, however, is of so much practical interest that I 
lesire to hold my opinion free in cases of similar character 
liat may hereafter arise ; and I may, therefore, be excused if 

offer a few suggestions on the subject as it has presented 
tself to ray mind. 

The leading cases for a restricted construction depend on 
ie locality of the devise or grant. 

A devise of land in the county of Limerick was held not 

) convey land in the county of Clare. 

My estate of Tedworth, in Hants, did act mean that part 
15 
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of the estate also which lay ont of that county. Wdiber 
Stanley, 12 Weekly Reporter, 831. 

My estate at Ashton— for so the Conrt read my estate 
Ashton — on which there are probably many compelled to bo 
to the authority of the decision who may be nnable to appr 
ciate its reason; yet, so read, the case turned on the locali 
of the devise. Doe d, Oxenden v. Chichester, 4 Dow's R^ 
ports (House of Lords), 65. 

Here the question turns on the word " between." Is 1^ 
ordinary sense capable in any case of extension to meet ^ 
obvious intention ? A very different question from o — 
arising on a restricted locality. 

My doubts in this case are principally raised by the case 
Pugh v. The Duke of Leeds, Cowp. 714. The opinion of Lcz^r 
Mansfield in that case is a worthy stud}^. We see a gr ^g 
mind, fretted by the entanglements of technicalities, break im 
and casting aside the meshes that would control his reason 
with an expression of scornful indignation not often fotiod 
in the sober language of Judges, and a force of eloquence «nrf 
argument not easy to resist. He there decided that the ob- 
vious intention must prevail, and held that " from the day 
of the date " was to be construed inclusive or exclusive^ 
according to the intention. 

This reasoning, was approved in The King v. GaTnlingat/j 
3 T. R. 513, where, in an indictmeni, the words " towards and 
unto" were held exclusive; but there Ashhurst J. says: 
"The case oiPftgh v. The Duke of Leeds was properly decided; 
but that turned on the construction of a contract between 
two persons where their intention was to be considered. But 
greater certainty is required in indictments." 

This will apply to wills. Buller J., in Doe v. Collins, 2 T. 
R. 503, says : " In construing wills we do not look at techni- 
cal words so much as the testator's intention, which can only 
be collected from the whole will." 

American text writers have given the word " between" an 
always limited meaning, while they have allowed " to, from, 
and by " to be subject to the control of necessary implication. 
They do not explain the reason of the diflference. 

Lord Mansfield having emancipated the law from the 
tyranny of one preposition, I hesitate to assist in rivetting 
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lie fetters in any similar case, for I cannot see why the 
yvliole tribe should not be subjected to the wholesome discir 
^line that that very able Judge administered to one of them. 

I have carefully examined and made notes of all the nume- 
rous cases cited on this branch, and several not cited, and 
>here ara many that support this view. But I do not profess 
so go through them, nor to express an absolute opinion 
wvhether or not the word " between '' may bo extended to 
meet an obvious fntent, because it is not necessary that I 
should do so. 

If, however, it can be so extended, then the rule to be 
[applied is acknowledged. It is found in Wigram, whose 
learned work is the subject of high euloginm by the Judge 
who delivered the opinion of the Court in Allen v. Haddock; 
and that learned Judge declared the rule in these terms 
(p. 440) : " In construing his will, the Court is entitled and 

is bound to place itself in the situation of the testator with 
respect to his property, the objects of his bounty, and every 
other circumstance material to the construction ot his will), 
and for this purpose to receive, if occasion requires it, parol 
'evidence of those circumstances, and to expound his meaning 
^ith reference to them." 

On tho subject of the intention, as ascertained from the 
words of the will as read in the light of the surrounding cir- 
cumstances, there seems little room for difference of opinion. 

The preamble of the clause explains the intention to be 
directed to the valuable quarries, and the various regulations 
touching management and distribution that follow clearly 
indicate the same thing. The evidence shows that the valu- 
able quarries are in the coves, and that all that lie between, 
in the restricted sense, are of insignificance. On this point 
the language of the testator in the red book has a strong 
bearing. After giving one-eighth of the big marsh to each 
heir, he says : " Also to have one-eighth part of all undivided 
land that may not by me be set off during my lifetime, toge- 
ther with full shares of all rents that may be collected from 
these lands and Joggin quarries, etc., which, in time, under 
good management, may be good value to each for £2,750." 

By the will no lands were to be the subject of rent for the 
benefit of the heirs except the Joggin quarries, and the sum 
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the testator has set down for each eighth is too large, unles 
he had contemplated the vahiable quarries to be inclnded. 

He could not have embraced, in the description in tl 
eleventh clause, the whole frontage in genera' terms ; for 
the arrangement of his property he seems, according to t ^ 
papers in evidence, to have designed Downie's Cove ":^^;. 
present distribution. 

The question whether Rufus Seaman is trustee as respao^^ 
the school lands jointly with Mr. McFarlane, I think, must 6e 
answered in the negative. I do not think that his appo/nf. 
ment as executor in the codicil confers on him a special trust 
of that nature. 

I do not think the several and different trusts under the 
17th clause are necessarily inseparable. 

Under the 23rd clause, I think the advances to be charged 
against the shares of the children of Amos and James can 
only be ascertained in the same way as in the case of the 
other heirs, and directed in the 14th and 15th clauses. 

Thus, I believe I have answered, either directly or by 
necessary inference, all the questions propounded in the 
petitions. 

I have given to this case the best consideration of which I 
am capable, and which the interesting nature of the question 
and the value of the property demanded. If I have erred in 
the conclusions I have arrived at — and I ought to think it 
probable that I have done so — I am relieved from the anxiety 
that must always weigh on the mind of a Judge, who appre- 
ciates the infirmities of his own judgment and the deficien- 
cies of his own knowledge, when his opinion is to bind large 
interests. In this case, if my conclusions are erroneous', I 
have the satisfaction to know they are innoxious, as I believe 
they have not met the concurrence of my learned colleagues, 
and will not, therefore, enter into the instructions to be given 
to the executors on their petitions. 

DesBarres, J. This very important case, in which the 
learned Judge in Equity has just delivered an elaborate 
.opinion, 1 have not tailed carefully to consider, and I have ex- 
iirained the authorities which were cited at the argument, i\w<\ 
others which a research conducted together with my Brother 
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TVilkins has discovered. With him I have more constantlv 
conferred than the many engagements of the learned Judge 
in Equity have enabled me to do with him, as I could have 
desired. With that learned Judge my Brother Wilkins and I, 
unfortunately, are unable to concur in some of the conclusions 
at which he has arrived ; and there are some points, indeed, 
in which my views are not entirely coincident with those 
of my Brother Wilkins. But, in his conclusions as to the 
necessity of rejecting all entries in the red book made 
subsequent to the execution of the will, the black book, and 
paper marked No. 13: as to the construction of section 11 of 
the will in relation to the quarries : as to the effect of the 
first coflicil of October, 1862 : and, as to the question sub- 
mitted relative to the trusteeship of Rufus Seaman, I con- 
cur; and, without having written an opinion, I content myself 
with referring to the elaborate one prepared by my Brother 
Wilkins, which I have read, and of which I generally approve. 

WiLKTNS, J. As to the first point of inquiry, " Whether any 
and what consideration is to he given to certain hoohs, docu- 
mentSj and verbal declarations of testator ?" (The learned 
Judge here read the 14th and 15th clauses of the will.) 

I did not, at the argument, understand the writing No. 
13, to be much, if at all, insisted on; but 1 shall, neverthe- 
less, consider its claim to be regarded as incorporated in 
the will. 

All of the documents propounded (the rod book, the black 
book, and writing No. 13) being unattested according to the 
requirements of the Wills Act, neither can be regarded as a 
part of the will, unless its incorporation can be established 
by evidence that will bring it within the rule enunciated by 
Lord Eldon, in Smart v. Prujean, 6 Ves. 565, which has often 
been recognized as the only safe rule. It is as follows : " An 
instrument properly attested, in order to incorporate another 
instrument not attested, must describe it so as to be a mani- 
festation of what the paper is, which is meant to be incorpo- 
rated, in such a way, that the Court can bo under no 
mistake.'' 

This Ooart is, when adjudicating in the matter of this en-^ 
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qiiirj, in a certain sense a Cowrt of construction and mui 
looking at the circumstances which surrounded the testate ~z 
at the execution uf his will, if necessary to do so, corapa«^ , 
with his language in the^^e sections every document offer^^ 
in. evidence claiming to be the extrinsic " book " or " writinr-j 
under the hand of the testator" referred to therein; and, 
order to thi*, the intrinsic evidence of such document mi 
be carefully considered so far, and so far onJy, as may ^ 
accessary to decide •* whether it is identical with the documi 
to which the will refers,'^ I will not enquire particulai 
whether, where as here, more than one document is present 
in evidence which may possibly be the extrinsic docurai 
referred to, the Court can decide between them. TI^/ 
language of liord Kingsdown in jdUen v. Maddock, 11 MooB^e 
P. C. C. 454. referring, as it does, to a decision of I* -Drc 
Lyndhurst in Hodges v. Horsfoil, 1 Bnss. & Mylne, 116, wli ^re 
one of such documents was received, and which decifc^iijii 
Lord Kingsdown says has been criticised for that reason, and 
because opposed to the expressed opinions of Parke, J., anrf 
Littledale J., in Shortrede v. Cheeky I Ad. & Kll. 60, wbo 
thought such evidence inadmissible — cannot but ocoasioD 
very grave doubts as to the propriety of admitting it. A 
Judge called on to decide the point referred to might well 
say, in such a case as that before us, " I stand on delicate 
ground — the question is res integra. 1 am unwilling to go 
beyond the authority of decided cases." Assume, however, 
that sucii an admission of testimony is not open to objection 
— also, that the prospective powers reserved by this testator 
in sections 14 and 15, were legally reservijHl, and further, tliat 
the comparative force of the rival claims of these documents 
may be determined by evidence of declarations of the testator 
respecting them made since tJie execution (^ the will. These 
are the words of the Right Hon. T. Pemberton Leigh in 
JMen V. Maddockf (the character of which case, by the way^ 
he thus described), p. 454: — **Tl^e thing referred to (a codicil) 
is a writing (a written will) ; it is in its nature a siagte 
instrument ; azui only one document is found to answer the 
description." **It is necessary also to remember the distinc- 
M/on beween the admissibility of evidence to prove a toata- 
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vne&tarjT paper, and of evidence to explain its meaning, that 
<]irect evidence of intention, declarations of the testator by 
m)ord or in writings, and other testimony of a similar character 
are admissible, when the will is disputed, but that no such 
-evidence can be received in order to explain the expressions 
which he has used." (p. 440.). 

Still, conceding for the present all that is thus assumed, I 
find, referring to the evidence, that it would be utterly im- 
possible to pronounce on the identity of either document as 
manifestly that by which the testator, at the moment of his 
death, designed to give effect to section 15, except to a very 
limited extent that I shall explain hereafter. To adopt the 
language of Lord Eldon, in Smart v. Prujean, " I may conjec- 
ture, but the fact is not so manifest that there can bo no 
doubt or difficulty." Neither could be recognized without 
nicely balancing evidence, even supposing that evidence 
legal in its character. On that point, however, grave doubt 
arises. The testimony of either McFarlane, Rufus Seaman, 
or Vernon is open to the objection " that it violates the 
spirit of the Wills Act." Can the black book, or No. 13, be 
set up by McFarlane, or the red book by Seaman or Vernon, 
without such a result? The first is supporting a devise to 
his own wife. The two last are endeavoring. Seaman to 
maintain a devise to himself; Vernon, a devise to his wife. 
Thus each practically makes himself a subscribing witness, 
for himself J as well as for others, and without incurring the 
forfeiture which the legislature requires in order to making him 
competent. 

But, I overlook, for the present, this objection also, and 
proceed to enquire whether this testimony, in connection 
with the documents to which it refers, substantiates ** beyond 
doubt or difficulty " the identity of book or writing with the 
extraneous document that is mentioned in the 15th section. 

It will be perceived, presently, that T consider the ques- 
tion, as to the efi'ect of the evidence, to be presented 
under very different circumstances, relatively to section 14. 
The books and the writing No. 13 alike profess to describe 
the allotments mentioned in section 15, and every one of 
these is '^ a writing signed by the testator." A book is not 
mentiuDed in section 15, in which the comprehensive term 
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" any writing " ia used. Both the books indicate advances 
referred to in section 14. 

On the point of mere intention we may, perhaps, noil 
that the testator did, in fact, under the reserved prospecti _I 
power, at different times after the execution of his w 
adopt a different writing. McFarlane, who says, " After t^fc 
execution of the last will the deceased again showed me t ^ 
red book with the entrie;* made therein in connection w — f 
that will," and who afterwards heard testator say, referr^/j 
to the Uack book, that, adopting it, he had made void the "^^ea 
book — says further, (and note this was after the execut: fo/j 
of the codicil) the testator said to me "that the black UooJt 
— the important book — kept by him in connection with hh 
will was in his red box, where it was found." McFar/aoe 
says further, " This (the black book) is the same book whicij 
testator had before repeatedly shown me as the book kept In' 
him in connection with his will." When last previonsly the 
testator had so stated we are not informed, though it wore 
desirable to know, since within a very few weeks before tes- 
tator's death he is proved to have spoken of the red book as 
the book connected with his will. Rufus Seaman tells ns 
(and the time, according to him and Vernon, could iwt have 
been more than a month before the testator's death) that at 
his last conversation with his father, the testator, expressly 
referring to the red book, said ** You will see by that howl 
want ray property divided." Rufus adds, " My father re- 
ferred to that book sent me by Vernon, and said, ' Yoa will 
see in the adding up that your share is not equal to tlie rest; 
but when this place (the homestead) is added to it it will 
make it more than equal.' " Vernon, when he carried the red 
book to Rufus, was told by the testator to take it down to 
the boys and tell them ** It is to be the fined division ^ wy 
estate as the book mil show them." The red book is identified 
by Vernon. Thus, though it seems the testator told Mc- 
Farlane long before this that he had made the red book void, 
yet the testator, so far from destroying the red book, sent it 
thus formally a few weeks before his death to his son, (who 
is now one of his executors/, as and for the book that waste 
show how the testator's property was to be disposed of. As 
such, that son and executor, who retained it, produced it 
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^fter hid father's death. In the interval between the decla- 
ration made by testator to Vernon and Rutus respecting the 
Adoption of the red book, and that last made to McParlane 
i*€g}irding his recognition of tite black book, we have no evi- 
dence respecting either book. If the circnmstance of the. 
black book being found in the trnnk can have any weight 
in raising a presumption in its favor, that presumption would 
Ijave to encounter the declarations in favor of the red book, 
and the fact of its co-existence (uncancelled) with the black 
took. 

At the moment of testators death, when one of the execn- 
tors ix)ssessed and relied on the black book, the other execu- 
tor possessed and was relying on the red book. The exist- 
ence of the red book in testator's possession in 1861, and 
anterior to the existence of the' black book, and of the writing 
'No, 13, is clearly proved. Such is the difficulty as regards 
the books ; but No. 13 claims to be incorporated in section 
15. It furnishes no internal evidence of being connected 
ivith the 14th section, as it has no reference to charges or 
ndvances. It is, however, ** a writing signed by the tes- 
tator," and it is headed in accordance with the 15th section 
of the will. It is without date, but it is proved that the red 
book long pre-existed it. McParlane says that he prepared it 
in the year 1862, and that, o/lfer the execution of the will, it was 
sent or delivered to him, signed by the testator, to be laid 
away, as it was, with the will. Red bo(ik and black book are 
each also " a writing signed by the testator." Mo. 13 allots 
and fixes valuations; so does also each of the books. Being 
signed after the execution of the will. No. 13, like the black 
book, is, of course, founded on the reserved prospective power. 
It would seem to follow that if used according to law origin- 
ally it could be abandoned, and a subsequent writing adopted 
by the testator. That he did adopt another is incontestable. 
We cannot, therefore, believe that he relied on No. 13, at the 
time of his death. That document is silent on the subject 
of advances \ but the testator has made an indication by him 
oi advances an essential and indispensable part of his plan 
embodied in the two sections. The provisions of section 15 
must necessarily fail if those of 14 cannot be efiFectuated. 
The converse does not follow, for 14 can stand without 15. 
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A construction of these sections involves a. necessity for 
Bidering the effect of the deeds in evidence. That quest 
presents a double aspect ; first, as regards the deeds in / 
abstract ; secondly, as regards them in connection with t/ 
intended disposition of the estates as referred to in the ^sec 
tions. Under the first the question simply is, "Were fj^ 
deeds completely executed?'' There are three in one cl^s, 
six in the other. The latter have all monied consideratiooij 
expressed, the former are stated to be for love and affection. 
They boar date, tlie six on the 14th January, 1864, the three 
on the 25th March, 1854. The only evidence respecting the 
execnti(m of the latter is given by McFarlane, who says, 
" These were handed me by the deceased some three or four 
years ago. He said I was to retain the deeds as escrows, 
and deliver them to the parties or those who might represent 
them after his death, should lie not deliver them before." 
He adds, ** They are in the handwriting of William, deceased, 
who is a witness thereto. They have never been actually 
delivered to or accepted by the grantees, but I have 
registered them since testator's death." The deeds in the 
second class, being dated subsequently to the execution of 
the will, and being to children and grandchildren of the tes- 
tator, were prepared by McFarlane in the year 1863 or 1864 
from a paper written by the testator. After they had been 
executed in the presence of one Charman — a subscribing wit- 
ness thereto — under circumstances to be stated — they were 
retained by the testator. After his death they were received 
by McFarlane, at the hands of Emma Seaman, the testator 
having, a short time before his death, addressed to McFarlane 
these words " Thoae deeds you wrote of the new diked marsh 
you will get from Emma Seaman ; those I wis^h you to take 
for delivery to the parties when I am gone." Charmin Bi\}% 
" I was called on by the testator to witness some deeds be- 
tween December, 1863, and January, 1864. Mr. Seaman, at 
his house, said ho bad some deeds to witness. Ho, the testa- 
tor, signed them one after another, and desired me to set. 
down my name as a witness, which I did. He said, ' Perhaps 
you may be caUed on some time to prove these deedsj and perhfiifs 
fu>L^ He retained the deeds, and I came away." McFarhtiOte 
gives this furlher testimony concerning them. '' Soflo^ abort 
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Lime after I prepared the deeds, the testator, at Minudie, 
showed them to me executed, and subecrihed by Charman. 
Testator said he had executed th«m, and that they were as 
Mcrows to take effect after his death, unless ho himself de- 
Livered them before to the parties." This was^ as has been 
shown, anterior to the last declaration made by the testator 
respecting these deeds. 

The deeds of 1864 are materially distinguished as to their 
operation from those of 1854, in this respect, that the former, 
for reasons which will be explained, are unconnected with 
the will, whilst the latter are essentially a part of it. The 
following appear to be the legal principles which govern the 
question as respects the former. The authorities show that 
a deed may be, in the absence or without the knowledge 
or consent of the grantee, absolutely executed, so as to con- 
vey the estate to him ; and the grantor may, without affect- 
ing the validity of the execution, retain the document. The 
grantee thus invested with a title without his concurrence, 
can, of course, however, disclaim it, if he pleases, by deed 
under seal. But the authorities also show that to make the 
deed operate, either absolut^^Iy or as an escrow, on the per- 
formance of a condition imposed, there must be a complete 
execution by the grantor. The grantor may completely exe- 
cute a deed, and deliver it to a third person, with directions 
not to hand it to the grantee until after the grantor's death. 
la one of the caseis stated below, it will be seen, however, 
that Coleridge J. express*ed himself doubtful if the deed had 
been delivere<;l on condition that the grantee should not have 
U tiU the grantor^s deaths whether it could operate as an 
escrow. Doe d, Oarnons v. Knight, 5 B. & C. 671 ; Doe d, 
Lloyd V. Bennett J 8 C. & P. 124; Graham v. Graham, 1 Ves. 
275 ; Cecil v. JSutcJier, 2 Jac. & W. 565. Th« power of a 
Court of Equity to relieve, in cases of execution of deeds, 
according to good conscience and the real intentions of the 
parties, sufiSciently appears from the cases noticed by the 
Master of the Rolls in the above case of Cecil v. Butcher, 

Now, applying these principles, I consider the words of 
the grantor addressed to Charman, at the time of his subscrip- 
tion, namely, *^ perhaps you, may he called on to prove these 
deeds and perhaps not/^ decisive iu connectioa with grantor's 
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retention of the deed8, to show thai the execution by the 
gnintor was not then complete, and that he had not absolulely 
divested himself of his title to tl*e estate mentioned in the 
deeds. These were retained by the grantor, and continued 
in his possession until his deatii. The directions respecting 
them, which the testator gave to McFarlane on the evening 
before the day of his death, appear to me clearly of a testa- 
mentary nature in reference to the' intended operation of 
these deeds; but they cannot, in my opinion, have a testamen- 
tary effect, because they are unconnected with the will, either 
by direct reference, or through the medium of any extraneous 
document in effect incorporated with the will. My reasons 
for this opinion, and m}' view of the operation of the deeds 
of 1854, will appear from the result of my reasonings respect- 
ing a principle which, in my opinion, prevents either of the 
extrinsic documents in evidence being received as incorpo- 
rated in the will as respects any act done, or writing signed 
by the testator, subsequently to the execution of his will. It will 
be seen that I regard section 14 as made to speak efToctually 
in regard to advances or charges in personal or real estate^ by 
means of the red book, so far as such advances or cirirges 
are expressed therein. My mind has reached a clear convic- 
tion that neither the operation of the execution of the will, 
nor of the execution of the codicil of the 13th September^ 
1864, incorporated with the 15th section the red book or any 
other document in evidence, as regards any ** apportionment, 
" conveyance,'* or '* designation of estate,'' expressed, execu- 
ted, or described by the testator after the actual execution of 
his will ; and this on the broad ground that a will cannot in- 
corporate an extrinsic paper not in existence at the execution of 
the will. If, at the time of the execution of the codicil, the 
Mrill had not effectually incorporated an extrinsic document, 
the execution of the former could not have that effect ftoi^ 
its mere operation. It would set up the wHl. of which it pro- 
fessed to be a codicil, and also previous codicils executed, or, 
perhaps, since the Statute, unexecuted, from the force of the 
term " codicil," and by virtue of express decisions. But ii 
could not incorporate any paper which the will had not incor* 
porated, without express reference thereto in the codicU. 
I have found a notice of but one case which could, at all, 
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ven seem to sanction such a violation of principle. It is the 
is»e cited at the argument of In the goods of Hunt, reported 
I 2 Robert. 622, and mentioned by Williams, Williams on 
hecutors, (p. 195.) I can attach no importance to it as 
ated in the text-writer, without inspection of the report, to 
hich we have not access. It is inconsistent with not onlv 
raker v. Hertford, of which hereafter, but with another pas- 
.ge in Williams (p. 85), in these terms: '* The reference must 
) distinct, so as to exclude the possibility of mistake, and 
e paper (not incorporated, ft<^^) referred to, must be already 
BITTEN.-' For this Williams cites Wilkinson v. Adam, 1 
08. & B. 445 (to which I shall presently refer), and Utterton 
al, V. Robins et al., 1 Ad. & El. 423. 

These are the words of Sir William Grant on the effect of 
le execution of a codicil. He says, in Pigott v. Waller, 7 
es. 118: **A reference to the will proves only that the de- 
isor recognizes the existence of the will, which the act of 
laking a codicil necessarily implies ; not that he means to 
ive it any new operation^ or to do more by speaking of it than 
e had already done by executing ity 

Dr. Lushington, in Sheldon v. Sheldon, 1 Robert. 88, says : 
Under the late Wills let it is still possible to incorporate 
Ho a duly executed will or codicil any written document 
en in existence,'*^ Thus the learned Judge qualifies the rule, 
nd again he says, in the same case : '*' If the testator, in a 
ill or codicil duly executed, refers to an existing unattested 
^ll, or other paper, the instrument so referred to becomes 
^rt of the will. But the reference must be distinct, so as to 
delude the possibility of mistake, and the paper referred to 
Ust be already writtenJ^ 

This principle is recognized by Mr. Pemberton Leigh (Lord 
Jngsdown) in Allen v. Maddock. The learned Judge in 
iHt case refers to Wilkinson v. Adam, in which we find the 
;)llowing clear and decisive language used by a great Judge, 
i'ho never spoke unadvisedly. Lord Eldon says: "The 
ases, as far as they have gone, have raised doubts, even as to 
paper antecedently existing, but clearly and undeniably re- 
3rred to in a will." (These, it appears from Allen v. Mad- 
bck, have been since removed. His lordship continues) : 
But 1 take it to be decided, and there is no doubt, that a 
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paper made afterwards could never be part of the will ; Er 
the three witnesses required b}' the Statute are witnesses 
the sanity of the testator, and to all that is necessary to c ^ 
stitute a good will. The consequence is that the sub8eqn^^3j 
paper has not the ceremonies necessary to constitute a ^^ 
vise of land." 

The reasons, conclusive in the particular case, would not 
of course, apply to the case of a defectively executed w///^ 
referring to an extraneous document as designed to be incor- 
porated, being followed by a codicil re/erring to that document, 
and itself legally executed. Such reference would incorpo- 
rate the document in the codicil. 

Ill my view of the law and of the evidence the execution 
of the codicil in September, 1864, has no practical operation 
in this case. It must be borne in mind that the reftireuce 
in section 14 is, not to a book, but to " entries made, or to be 
made in a book." 

It will be perceived, already, as a consequence of the 
opinion I entertain of the law governing the facts, that 
the black book must be rejected in toto, and the red book 
held to bo incorporated, but not as regards any entries 
made therein after the execution of the will. The red 
book, proved to have existed at the execution of the will, 
contains entries shown, ^er se, to be made, some before, others 
since, 8th March, 1862. All the entries in the black book arc 
proved to have been made after that time. Both classes 
accord with the description of entries referred to in the will. 
Those that at the execution of the will existed were, and are, 
a part of the will ; and, as such, needed, and could derive, 
no aid from the execution of the codicil. The entries made 
(and they include all those in the black book) after the exe- 
cution of the will were, at the moment of the execution of 
the codicil, void. That act republished the will, and made it 
repeat the voice that it uttered at the day of its execution. 
It could do no more. What it had then uttered was thft 
language of section 14 (it is sufficient now to refer to that 
alone), as made completely intelligible by the entries in the 
book referred to as then made, and which were then— 8th 
March, 1862 — in the book, as proved by the book itself. The 
execution of the codicil (that codicil containing no express 
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^ference to any entries) could not hy implication make the 
ill then — in September, 18G4 — speak the voice of entries 
lat did not exist at the time when the will first spoke. The 
.ngnage of section 14 shows that the testator reserved to 
im'^elf a power to make the section speak by entries to be 
ode after the execution of the willj and not duly (xttesied, but 
lat the law did not permit. The moment an attempt is made 
y implication from the mere effect of the execution of a 
)dicil, not expressly referring to it, to set up as part of the 
ill these republished entries in a book, then existing, but 
Dt in existence at the execution of the will, there arises an 
idispensable necessity to have recourse to parol testimony to 
^certain what entries the testator, at the time of the exe- 
iition of the codicil, intended to be incorporated in his thus 
epublished will. This cannot bo done consistently with the 
'tatute of Wills. These are the words of Dr. Lushingtou, 
a Sheldon v. Sheldon, I Robert. 88 : " The validity of the in- 
orporation does not depend on parol evidence (which is no 
onger permitted), but the paper to be incorporated is pro- 
ected by exactly the same evidence as renders valid the 
fistrument by which the incorporation is effected, namely, 
lie signature of the testator, and the subscriptions of two wit- 
esses." Thus were protected, in this case, the entries in 
Jo red book existing at the time of the execution of the 
ill. The testator and the witnesses both, in legal contem- 
ation, subscribed these entries, because they subscribed the 
ill. of which they were as much a part in the eye of the law 
* if written in the will. So the testator and witnesses who 
ibscribe a codicil, in legal contemplation, then subscribe all 
fevious codicils and the will ; the whole, in the view of the 
•\v, constituting one then subscribed instrument. 

But try the application of this to the execution of this co- 
icil in relation to the entries in the Uack book, and its 
iilure is glaring. The testator and the two witnesses who 
Ubscribed this codicil in September, 1864, in legal contem- 
omplation could be held to have subscribed nothing but the 
odicil, and the will with the entries co-existing with the will 
t its original execution, and then a part of it. On what 
ncorporating evidence, let me ask, did the entries in the 
•lack book rest one minute before the execution of the codi- 
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cil? Not on the execution of the previous will, for the r ^ 
sons 8tato»1. Not on the subscriptions ot testator and t.^v 
witnesses to the entries, for those had no such subscript: io; 
in fact. On what incorporating evidence did they rest c>/io 
minute q/?c?' the execution of the codicil? Exclude McFar. 
lane\s evidence of the declarations — parol testimony — nnd 
there is no pretence for implied incorporation. Suppose the 
testator had himself doclar(Ml to the two witnesses, whilst 
producing the black book and putting his finger on the en- 
tries, that he had made them after the execution of his will^ 
and intended them to speak as and for the entries referred to 
in section 14, and thereupon he and the witnesses had sub- 
scribed a codicil silent about those entries? This is plainly 
substituting parol testimony to prove a will for the require- 
ments of the Statute. Wiien we refer^ however, to the evi- 
dence of McFarlane respecting the black book, to the book 
itself, and to the codicil as executed, the testimony does not 
difF<3r in kind or in degree from that which I have supposed. 
The two books were, on unobjectionable evidence, proved to 
have existed at the time of the execution of the codicil. Re- 
ferring to their entries, made subsequently to the execution 
of the will, the mere internal evidence for the one is as 
strong as for the other. By what means is the scale attemp- 
ted to be turned? By the testimony of witnesses orally de- 
livered, in connection with one of two rival books unincorpo- 
rated, and by means of that alone ! My opinion is that a man's 
estate cannot tlius be disposed of after his death I To talk 
about republication by the codicil of the black book which ex 
conce-sso hxd never been published would be a contradiction in 
terms. The question can only be, " Was the black book 
incorporated in the codicil of 1864?" 

After writing what I have just read, I found, with great 
satisfaction, the following express confirmation, by the highest 
authority, of the opinion entertained by me, that ''since tk 
Wills Act an attested paper, even a codicil, cannot incorporok 
an unattested paper without expressly referring to itJ^ 

Dr. Lushington. in Croker v. The Marquis of Hertford^ i 
Moore's P. C. C. 365, says: *' Before the passing of the re- 
cent Statute, it was common to republish a will or a codicil 
for the purpose of rendering them operative from the date 
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■ publication, because, otherwise, lands acquired subse- 
uently would not pass. Ordinarilj^, there had been a pre- 
ious legal execution of the codicil sought to be republished; 
3, indeed, the term itself imports: but there was another 
lode admitted to bo legal, namely, in a regularly executed 
3dicil, io refer expressly to a paper not previously duly execu- 
d; this was not, properly speaking, a republication, but an 
corporation, by reference, of an unexecuted paper." " We 
ill next consider," he continues, ** upon what principle it is, 
at incorporation by reference has stood, and may be justi- 
id. By the Statute of Frauds, devises of lands were to be 

writing, signed and attested ; this was the security \yhicli 
at law provided for the authenticity of such instruments, 
ny attempt to devise lands with less security would he^pro 
ntOy a defeasance of the Statute ; therefore, it was held that 
man could not, by his will, reserve to himself the power of 
3vising land by.an unattested codicil — for such codicil would 
irry with it less proof of authenticity ; but it was permitted 
• a testator to render operative, as part of his will duly at- 
!8ted, a written paper already in existence; and for this 
ason — because the paper being clearly identified, and the 
ill duly attested, the security intended by the Statute would 
't be diminished. It is, however, evident that certaiutv 
d identification is the very essence of such incorporation. 

any doubt can exist as to the instrument to be incorpo- 
ted, then the principle of incorporation by relation would 
1 ; consequently, so far as we can discover in all the cases 

incorporation under the Statute of Frauds, there has been 
express reference to a paper in writing described with 
ftainty." 

Then, after reviewing authorities, tlie learned Judge thus 
Otinues : " Having then examined the doctrine applied to 
:5orporation, in cases having reference to the Statute of 
'auds, the next step is to determine whether it does not 
ttially apply to the present Statute of Wills ; there is not 
y ground for distinction, for the ojily difi'erence, as relates 

this case, is attestation by two instead of three witnesses ; 
"bequest of personal estate being now governed by the 
me niles as apply to devises of real property. This brings 
16 
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lis at onco to the question, whether the Milan script, being a 
separate paper, distinct from the .codicil of the 26th April^ 
1839, and not executed ac:-ording to the Statute, is incorpo- 
rated as part of the codicil of April, 1839, for ' republisbed/ 
in the proper sense of the term, the Milan codicil (that is the 
separate paper) cannot be, for it never was legally pubhshed 
or duly executed. Bearing in mind that certainty, and pre- 
vention of mistake are requisite, let ns examine the words 
of the codicil of April, 1839. There is no express reference 
to the Milan script, by date, by contents, or by any speci- 
fic description which could identify. The words to be 
relied on are, * I affirm my said will and codicils.' If such 
words are sufficient for incorporation, then general descrip- 
tion will incorporate without express reference or identifica- 
tion ; " and then the learned Judge asks, * Is general descrip- 
tion certainty, without chance of mistake V The want of 
specific identification would of necessity repeal, to a certain 
extent, the Statute, for if general reference would do, why 
should not a testator write as many codicils as he pleases, 
after the incorporating codicil, and by omitting to date them, 
or by antedating, defeat the provisions of the Statute? * * 
The Statute says property shall not be thus bequeathed, 
unless the paper to be incorporated is as clearly identified 
as if it was actually a part of the executed will or codicil.'* 

Dr. Lushington concludes, warningly to us, thus : " If we 
defeat the possible intentions we may lament it ; but we sit 
here, not to try what the testator may have intended, but to 
ascertain, on legal principles, what testamentary instruments 
he has made ; and we must not be induced, by any considera- 
tion of intention or hardship, to relax the provisions of a 
Statute (perhaps the most important of modern times) for 
the disposition of property.'' 

In the case of In the Goods of Smith, dececued, 2 Curt. 796, 
where the words relied on to incorporate were, *' I make and 
publish this a second codicil to my last will and testament/^ 
it was held that a previous codicil, signed by deceased, Bot 
attested, was incorporated. Sir H. Jenner says : " The latter 
codicil being duly executed, and referring to ihe/ormeTf is an 
execution of the former codicil also." 
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Under the present Statute of Wills it is a fixed law, regu- 
lating incorporation, *'That an attested testamentary paper 
cannot incorporate an unattested paper without express 
reference to it." I shall, therefore, regard the point as 
-settled, and conclude, in the language of the Vice-Chancel- 
lor, in Johnson v. Ball^ 5 DeG. & Smale, 91, ** That a testa- 
tor cannot, by his will, prospectively create for himself a 
power to dispose of his property by an instrument not duly 
executed as a will or codicil." My argument as to the inef- 
ficiency of the execution of a codicil, to set up an extraneous 
paper not referred to in U, of course demands this principle 
for its support. It may not be amiss to remark that if it 
were found that, at the execution of this will, there did exist 
an extraneous instrument that was legaVy incorporated, and 
the effect of which, in connection with the will, was to dis- 
pose of the testator's estate, another instrument, not duly 
executed, could not be substituted, that changed the disposi- 
tion, consistently with the provisions of the Wills A.ct (see 
sec. 15 and 16), because it would amount, to the extent of 
the alteration, to an unauthorized revocation of the will. If 
the principles above stated are sound, then No. 13, the black 
book, and all entries made in the red book subsequently to 
the 8th March, 1862, when the testator executed his will, 
must be dismissed from our consideration. 

I am of opinion that certain entries in the red book, at the 
time of the execution of the will, were incorporated with sec- 
tion 14, as being, in the language of that section, entries then 
made by the testator, of " advances of real or personal pro- 
perty, and sums and charges as advancement to, or charged 
against, certain of his children or grand-children therein 
named." I am also of opinion that these were then incorpo- 
rated in section 15, so far as that section speaks of deeds 
then executed by the testator, which are plainly referred to 
in that book. I am of opinion that the three deeds of 1854 
are so referred to, and must take effect precisely as if the 
testator had devised the estates in the body of the will, and 
had declared in the will, as he has declared in the book, read 
with the will in connection with these deeds, that the de- 
visees, who are the grantees, should be subject to a deduction 
from their several shares of the estate of the sums charged 
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in the book in respect of the estates professed to be conveyed 
by the deeds. The testator in the book, under date of the 
very date of these deeds, has expressly declared '^hat he 
then deeded the lands,^^ and the deeds are found at his death. 
I have spoken of these papers as deeds, but, of course, I 
have not supposed that they could operate as common law 
conveyances. They could not do so in point of law, and it 
would be inconsistent, as my view of their operation sup- 
poses, with the intention of the grantor (viewed as this tes- 
tator) so to regard them. I view them as written papers, 
signed by the testator, referred to in his will as '* deeds 
executed,'' which in form they are, and in entries existing at 
the execution of the will, referring to them, and found in a 
book — the hook— to which the will refers. I consider that 
these written papers, and the language of the sections and 
the entries — all proved to have co-existed with the execution 
of the will, which in legal effect incorporated them — consti- 
tute a devise to the quasi grantees of the different estates 
respectively named in the papers ; whilst the testator has, in 
legal effect, said ; " Each and every of the parties namod in 
these papers shall be subject to a deduction from his share of 
the whole estate, corresponding in amount to that sura which 
in the entries I have written opposite to my reference to the 
particular deed, as my declared valuation of the estate named 
therein." All that he has as plainly said as if he had ex- 
pressed himself in the words which I have used to show the 
effect supposed by me. Had he said in the will : " I devise 
to my son Rufus a portion of my estate, as described, and on 
the terms stated in a written paper being in form a deed be- 
tween me and hini * for love and affection,' but on the con- 
ditions expressed herein, and in a certain book respecting the 
same as to what he is to allow for it out of his portion of tny 
estate," — the effect would have be«n a devise^ but no more a 
devise than is the actual incorporation in this will ot the ex- 
traneous papers and entries that I have referred to. 

The entries in the book beginning, ^^Amos Thos, iSeaman, Dr. 

1S45, &c.," and, ending with the testator's signatures subscri- 

' T)ed to the two consecutive entries which referred first, to a 

^ill of 23rd September, 1861, (and secondly to that of March, 

1862, although I deem any such reference immaterial) shov^ 
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distinctly, in my opinion, the charges as advancement which 
the executors of the last will must regard as regulating the 
disposition and settlement of the estate. Section 14 of the 
will refers to *^ entries which the testator had made," and 
clearly those are they. The date, in pencil, January 31; 
1863, which is immediately preceded to the testators notice 
of Eph. (or Ephraim), evidently refers to that notice alone. 
The entries are some in pencil, others in ink ; but this, in no 
respect, detracts from their genuineness or authenticity. 
There they are, and were, at the execution of the will, un- 
effaced, unobliterated, uncancelled. Section 14 does not re- 
quire the entries of advances and charges to be signed by the 
testator — all that it requires is that they shall appear in a 
book kept by the testator for that purpose. Of the fact that 
this at the testator^s exe^^ution of the will was " the book so kepV^ 
there is the clearest evidence within, and without the covers 
of the book — indeed it is not denied 1 

I have already expressed my opinion that the red book 
cannot bo regarded as incorporated in section 15, for the 
purpose of describing and designating in "a writing signed 
by the testator" an apportionment of the Minudie estate, or 
parts thereof, except as regards the deeds shown by that 
book to have hQQx\ previously executed in furtherance of that 
purpose. That section, therefore, being, a» shown, without 
support from any other " writing" is, in my view, as regards 
ipportionment, as inoperative as if struck out of the will. 

My reasons for forming that opinion are these : — The book, 
imong other entries, contains one in these terms : — " This 
3ook is. kept by me, and the entries and charges therein by 
lae made are in accordance with the clause inserted in my 
ivill, executed on the eighth day of Marchj 1862. 

Amos Seaman." 
The testator thus declares that on that particular day he 
3xecuted his will; but all the entries that follow purport- 
ing to apportion his estate among his descendants, and to! 
declare the values of the portions thereof, are expressly 
stated to be made subsequently to the execution of the will. — 
They must all, therefore, share the fate of the black book, 
md be rejected, as, in legal effect, unattested, and not incor- 
porated in the will. 
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I turn back, then, to the preceding pages of the red bc:>o 
to see whether they contain entries of an apportionment ra^{/e 
by the testator, at, or previous to, the execution of the w/]/. 
If such be found they must be regarded as incorporated 
therein. I find entries, indeed, evidently made in order 
to apportionment. They are inserted between the dates of 
Septr. 27th, 1844, and January 24, 1846: — but they, in my 
opinion, are not incorporated, because they are raanifestJj 
incomplete and defective. Whilst they profess to apportion, 
and do apportion to some of the descendants named, in an 
unqualified manner; they are so uncertainly and vaguely 
expressed as regards others ^ that it cannot be said, in refer- 
ence to these, what the testator intended to give them. For 
instance, whilst Ann's portion is thus described, " Ann to 
have that part of the Manor-farm where the Doncasters now 
live to the Lake Road, at same value, for the marsh, 30 acres, 
X15, and improved upland at £10 — woodland, say at X2 
per acre," — the apportionment to Rufus and William is as 
follows: "Rufus and William to have the upland rise from 
the old Chapel to Clarke's Point, with the pasture marsh to 
the north of the road opposite, at same rate — upland £10 and 
marsh £15 per acre, to be equally divided as they may agree; 
but if Bufus sticks by me, and behaves well, it is my desire 
for him to have that part with the buildings I now occupy, awrf 
William to take from Blenkhorn^s line to the point, value both 
£945. If Bufus takes the homestead, he ought to allow WiUiam 
SOMETHING for building eodraJ^ Again, in the apportionment 
for Mary and Jane, he writes : " They should have some part 
of the little marsh in front, to accommodate each," &c. Now, 
adverting to this vagueness, and incompletness in some of the 
apportionments, I consider it quite impossible to consider the 
general entries last referred to incorporated in the 15th section. 
Another objection to so regarding them arises from the fact 
that, at an interval of eight years from the date at the end 
of the last mentioned entries, the testator disturbed the pre- 
vious arrangement by entries made showing the subsequent 
conveyances to Rufus, Gilbert, and James, and by certain 
entries under the date which accords with that of those con- 
veyances, showing a variance from the previous apportion- 
ment, for instance; *' the Blehkhorn lot may go to Jane aid 
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SaraA." I forbear remarking on the inference of changed 
intention as to mode of apportionment, arising from tha* 
^liich appears in the book to be entered after the, execution 
'if the will, feeling sure that I am bound to shut my eyes to 
this last, as much as I am to the whole contents of the black 
book. My views of this case preclude the possibility of my 
Contrasting the books, inasmuch as I consider the black book 
absolutely void. 

The Court is also required to construe the eleventh section 
of the will, and decide " what portion of the shore frontage^ as 
it is called, passed to Mr. McFarlane under that section. (The 
learned Judge hero read this section.) 

The testator, in section 13, speaking of the reversion of 
this, uses the phrase, " the said property, called the Joggins, 
as hereinbefore described,-^ — in sec. 16, the language is, first, 
'U'71 my Joggins estate be/ore mentio7ied/^ secondly, ^^ excepting 
Ihe said Joggins estate, and the reversion, &c." These are 
ill the words in the will that can possibly aid the construc- 
tion in question. They throw no light on the point of in- 
[juiry, because there is a reference in them to the preceding 
iescription, and the mind of the enquirer is brought back 
to the consideration of that. 

It is contended that an intent is manifested by the context 
and the surrounding circumstances that the whole extent of 
that which was known, and indifferently designated in the 
testator's lifetime as the "Joggins," or **Joggin Quarries," 
or'^Joggin shore," of which, indisputably, by far the more 
valuable portion, in general repute, and according to the 
witnesses, is not included in, but lies far out of, the prescri- 
bed limits, should be considered as included within these 
last; and, further, that such intent can, consistently with 
acknowledged rules of construction, override the particular 
language used. 

Supposing such intent, if manifest, could be legally effectu- 
ated under this devise, let us enquire whether the words, the 
context, and the evidence of the situation and circumstances 
of the testator when he made his will establish it. My im- 
pression is that all these considerations rather point to an 
intention in accordance with the primary meaning of the 
words. The testator would seem to have intended to circum- 
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scribe, and not to permit the loliole of the Joggin shore t( 
the subject of the particular disposition to which undoubt« 
the recital points. Had ho intended not to do this, he w- 
not have stated any limits at all, but would have used 
general description which would have effectuated his ii 
tion without the risk of controversy. He must have h- 
definite purpose in his mind when he prescribed limits, anrf^ 
if so, he could not have intended the whole to pass. Be 
must, necessarily, have designed to effect a {)urpo80 essen- 
tially different from that which would have been effectuated, 
had he used the general description. 

Our difficulty of departing from the primary meaning is, 
T think, immensely increased by consideration of tlio fact 
as stated by Rufus, namely, that Lower Cove contains the 
principal, and the most valuable, and the hitlierto most profit- 
ably worked quarries. It is scarcely possible to conceive 
that the testator, aware of all this, excluded Lower Cove 
without design — mistake is out of the question. The will 
shows on its face evidence of great deliberation and careful- 
ness in preparing its provisions. We are precluded by the 
general character of the will, and the surrounding circum- 
stances, from supposing it possible that this testator could^ 
from oversight or mistake, have designated boundaries of a 
far more limited effect than he intended. Every foot of the 
land and water in the locality was familiar to him as an house- 
hold thinsr. 

We can gatlier nothing conclusive in favor of the larger 
limits supposed to be intended from the recital, since it is not 
necessarily inconsistent with the testator's opinion " that the 
immediate division of * the Joggins' would be injurious to the 
profitable workings of the quarries (regarded as a wh>U]l^ 
that he should, for reasons which, though unexpressed, may 
have influenced him, have determined to make the subject 
of a lease tbat portion of them alone which he has defined* 
We must bear in mind that he had differed with his sons 
in the management of these quarries, and had expressed au 
opinion (not apparently in accordance with that of others) that 
it would not be advantageous to open and work the "Bank 
Quarries," a portion of the Joggins, and which Cutter says 
was, in his opinion, the most valuable part of the whole. Those 
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3 plan shows to lie outside the limits. This is a noticeable 
it. When it is urged that it was more probable, as it 
>iild be more for the interest of the estate, that he designed 
us to devise the ivkole, the obvious answer is, *' that is a 
3re conjecture, and his views, on the point of the interest 
the estate, might not be in accordance with those of his 
ildren, or of the neighborhood. 
It is the more difficult for a Court of construction to assume 

responsibifity of amplifying the limits, because that can- 
't be done without violence to very precise language used, 

a case where the circumstances show that there must 
ve been reflection and deliberation before the words were 
lopted. The testator, before using them, had to consider, 
►t merely the frontage, but the precise depth or breadth of 
ntiguous land to be devised along that frontage. The ter- 
inus a quo and the terminus ad quern are stated with care- 

1 precision. The word ^^between,^^ when used, as here, (not 
jurativel}',) in relation to space is free from ambiguity, 
orcester defines it, ** in the intermediate space.^^ " Dog fish 
»ve " on the one side, and ** Lowei' Cove " on the other, are 

VI terminorum excluded from that intermediate space. 
In considering the rules of law which govern this enquiry, 
intend to confine myself, shortly, to the concise but com- 
ebensive canons of Sir James Wigram. That most learned 
thor, in his treatise on the admissibility of extrinsic evi- 
nce to explain wills, thoroughly considered all the cases, 
(1 elicited deductions in the form of propositions which 
\y be safely regarded as maxims. His proposition II. is as 
Hows : " Where there is nothing in the context of a will, 
Dm which it is apparent that a testator has used the words 

which he has expressed himself in any other than their 
riot and primary sense, and where his words so interpreted 
•e sensible with reference to extrinsic circumstances , it is an 
flexible rule of construction that the words of the will shall 
5 interpreted in their strict and primary sense, and in no 
her, althougli they may be capable of some popular or 
jcondary interpretation, and although the most conclusive evi- 
mce of intention to use them in such popular or secondary 
nse be tenderedJ^ 
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Now, the words in question, descriptive of the limits de- 
vised in section 11, considered with reference to the extrinsic 
circumstances, viz., the situation of the testator relatively to 
the " Joggins,'' or " Joggin quarries," viewed as a whole, 
are undeniably sensible^ and create, pei' »e, no difficulty of in- 
terpretation. The words are not capable of any different 
sense from that whicli they primarily convey ; and there is 
absolutely n«i evidence (nothing but a mere conjecture) of 
an intention to convey another and a different meaning, 
which would require the substitution of other words. 

Sir James Wigram thus expresses, at the end of hib trea- 
tise, his conclusions from his preceding review of the autho- 
rities. He says : " The conclusions, then, which the pre- 
ceding pages appear to authorize, are these: 1. That evidence 
of material facts is in all cases admissible in aid of the expo- 
sition of a will. 2. That the legiiimate purposes to which— 
in succession — such evidence is applicable are two, namely, 
/??'5/, to determine whether the words of the will, with refer- 
ence to the facts, admit of being construed in their primary 
sense ; and secondly^ if the facts of the case exclude the 
primary meaning of the words, to determine whether the in- 
tention of the testator is certain in any other sense of which 
the words, with reference to the facts, are capable. And, 
3. That intention cannot be averred in support of a will, 
except in the special cases which are stated under the Seventh 
Proposition." 

Referring to that proposition, we find those cases thus de- 
fined : " Where the object of a testator^s bounty, or the suh- 
ject of disposition, is described in terms which are applicable 
indifi^erently to more than one person or thing, evidence is 
admissible to prove which of the persons or things so de- 
scribed was intended by the testator." 

Sir James concludes his deductions in these words: "The 
writer of this Examination, then, whilst he admits and insists 
upon the rule * that the judgment of a Court in expounding 
a will should be simply declaratory of what is in the instru- 
ment,' hopes that he may, in this place, without fear of cor- 
rection, add that, consistently with that rule, ' Every claimant 
under a will, has a right to require that a Court of constrflc- 



mich;^elmas vacation, 1865. 251 

:ion in the execution of its office shall, by means of extrinsic 
evidence, place itself in the situation of the testator, the 
neaning of whose language it is called upon to declare.'" 

The expression of the result of the authorities seems to me 
'O go the length of showing that the clearest possible inten- 
sion, proved by extrinsic facts, on the part of this testator to 
levise the whole extent of the quarries, could not prevail 
igainst the plain and sensible language used. It clearly, 1 
sliink, sanctions the view I have expressed, of a neeos?ity 
"or construction of the section in question according to the 
primary meaning of the words of the testator. 

As regards the codicil of 22nd October, 1862, and its legal 
>peration, assuming its due execution proved, I am of opinion 
;hat it can operate according to the expressed intent of it, 
vithout a contravention of any rule of law or of equity. It 
mposes a condition on a mere voluntary act of bounty on the 
mrt of the testator ; and the object of that bounty can- 
lot insist on taking any benefit under this will to which the 
estator has attached a condition, without acceding to the 
)b]igation of that condition. The condition is, in effect, the 
ion-prosecution by those who are nam^ed in the codicil of 
iheir respective claims against the estate of the deceased. 
tVhether those have, or have not, a support in law or equity, 
jeeras to me to be beside the question. The attempt to 
issert them compulsorily, by either of the parties named, is 
cnade by the testator to involve a forfeiture of the intended 
Revise or bequest in favor of that party. 

The Court is asked to declare " whether Rufus Seaman 
is trustee as respects the land devised for school purposes ?'' 

By the codicil of 13th September, 1864, the testator ap- 
pointed his said son in terms " to be executor of his will 
in connection with his son-in-law, Mr. McFarlane, with the 
same power and authority as if his name had originally been 
inserted therein." These words are satisfied by holding 
them to constitute Rufus Seaman co-executor in the strict 
sense of the word *^ executor: " as contradistinguished from 
the office of " trustee." Adverting to the 10th section of 
the will which refers to the school purposes, we find McPar- 
lane thereby appointed a trustee in terms ; and for the pur- 
poses of the trust twenty acres of land are devised to him. 
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The devise id, iudeed, to him, his heira and assigns, but it is 
made nevertheless, under special circumstances of personal 
confidence as respects McFarlane. I think, for these reasons, 
Rufus Seaman has no authoritv to act under the section in 
question. 

Order accordingly. 



COLLINS V. REID and Others. 

May 14, 1866. 

In order to make an assignee under the Insolvent Debtors* Acts liable for not 
colI<>cting tho ns>i^ned dfbts, there must be distinct proof of neglect ; or of positive 
forbearance on his part towards the debtors, without the concurrence of Ihe as- 
signor, and of consequent Ices ; and al^o that the debts assigned were of lesl 
value. 

The claim of an as9i{;nee of the equity of redemption in mortgaged premise, 
for surplus proceeds remaining after the sale of premises on foreclosure of the 
mortgige, is not barred by a twenty years* possession of the premises by the as- 
signor, wtio claimed under the mortg>igor, the mortgagee having by the foreclo- 
sure suit asserted a paramount claim to the possession, and the premises being 
sold under that claim. 

Semble, 'J'he possession of the assignor of an equity of redemption ia not ad- 
verse to the assignee, unless shown to be in opposition to his will. 

This was an application on behalf of the defendant, Archi- 
bald Greenshields (a judgment creditor of the defendant, 
Adam Reid, and assignee of the equity ot redemption in the 
premises mortgaged to the plaintiff), for surplus proceeds re- 
maining from the sale of Reid^s property, alter payment in 
full of the amount duo on the plaintiff's mortgage and the 
costs of the foreclosure suit. Payment was resisted on the 
ground that Reid had assigned to Greenshields debts to a 
very large amount, out of which he might have paid him- 
self the fuU amount of the judgment, and on the ground 
of adverse possession of the lands and premises on the 
part of Reid. 

The cause was twice argued ; first, by Primrose for the de- 
fendant Greenshields, and S. H. Oray for the defendant Reid; 
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d again by the Soliciior General for Greenshields, and 8. H, 

^ay for Reid. 

S H, Oray cited the following authorities : — 2 CMtty^s 

uity Digest J 1221 ; Ex parte Mure, 2 Cox's Cases, 63 ; 8 

avan, 243; Williams v. Price, 1 Simons & Stuart, 581 ; 3 

h,ns. Uhan. Rep, 129; 10 Vesey, 453; Rev. Statutes, eh. 154, 

;. 11. 

Primrose cited Collins v. Bulger, M. S. in tliis Court. 

Solicitor General cited the following: — 3 Cruisers Digest, 

> ; Adams on Ejectment (Tillinghast); 77 ; Washburn on Real 

operty, 49 ; 2 Hilliard on Mortgages, 13 ; b B, & Aid, 690 : 

5. & B. 38. 

The facts set out in the various affidavits, and the points 

:en at the argument, are sufficiently set out in the judg- 

nt. 

FoHNSTON, E. J., now delivered judgment as follows. 
This is a suit for foreclosure of a mortgage made by 
nuel Cupples in 1838, to the plaintiiff. Cupples' equity 
redemption was subsequently acquired by the defendant, 
am Reid, and he, on the 20th September, 1842, assigned 
to the defendant, Archibald Greenshields, under the In- 
vrent Debtors' Acts. 

The property, being a house and land in the city of Hali- 
, having been sold under the order of foreclosure and sale 
this cause for more than sufficient to pay the plaintiff; the 
endant, Archibald Greenshields, has applied for the sur- 
18, $838.05, under his judgment and assignment. This 
plication is resisted by the defendant Reid, and the dis- 
jition of this surplus is the matter now to be determined. 
Two objections to Greenshields' claim are urged by Reid. 
. That debts to a very large amount wore assigned by him 
Greenshields, together with the equity of redemption of 
s house and land, and that with due diligence Greenshields 
;ht and ought to have paid himself by moneys collected 
m the assigned debts. 2nd. Adverse possession. 
3n the first objection it is to be borne in mind that Green- 
elds under the assignment has all Reid's interest, and is 
refore, the person entitled to claim the surplus. This 
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objection must be considered in the nature of a bill charging 
negligence, the money being retained to wait the decision. 

Without considering the objections that might arise against 
proceeding in such a case in the summary manner adopted 
here, I will enquire into the grounds laid. 

Mr. Reid in his affidavit says that the assigned debts 
amounted to about X2315, and that at the time of the assign- 
ment he believed, and now believes, that with due diligence 
Greenshields might have collected sufficient to satisfy his judg- 
ment (X710 10s. 3d). He does not point to any particular debt 
or debts as being of value — he had the list under his hand 
and could have done so — nor does he negative having himself 
received any part of these debts, nor does he allege having 
stimulated the creditor —then in the character of trustee- 
to diligence, offered him information and assistance, informed 
any of his debtors of the transfer of their debts, or taken any 
measure whatever. His case rests exclusively on the large- 
ness of the amount, and his own general and unexplained 
assertion of belief. The amount might give just occasion 
of enquiry, but is no evidence of value. Small experience 
is required to teach the great disparity between the nominal 
amount and real value of the debts standing on the books 
of an insolvent trader. Nor is Mr. Reid's a3sertion of belief 
proof on which the Court can act. 

In reply, Mr. Primrose denies that any money was ever 
received under the assignment, and says, "In fact the agents 
of the said Archibald Greenshields, as well as myself, con- 
sidered the debts (assigned) to be wholly valueless." Both the 
agents, Messrs. Daniel and John E. Starr, also in their afiSda- 
vits negative the receipt of any money under the assignment, 
and Mr. Daniel Starr states " that they never took any legal 
steps to recover said debts from any of the parties, for the 
reason that there was not the slightest probability that they 
would be able to pay even the costs that would be incurred 
by so doing, many of them being of long standing, and which 
Mr. Beid, after having used his utmost efforts, had altogether 
failed in collecting himself." 

These facts forbid any charge against Mr. Greenshields as 
for money actually received. His large judgn^nt remains 
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undiminished in amount. Any charge against him must be 
for neglect, and neglect alone is not enough, there must be 
loss consequent upon the neglect, and in this case the amount 
of loss must be shown to be large — equal to the amount of 
Lis judgment— to defeat his claim for the surplus or some 
portion of it. 

In the two ca^os relied on by Mr. Reid's counsel the as- 
signee was made chargeable only to this extent. In Ex parte 
Mure the amount charged was that which it was shown would 
have been recovered by due diligence. In Williams v. Price^ 
1 S. & S 581, the reference to the Master was to ascertain 
what might and ought to have been recovered on the assigned 
judgment. 

These cases are in other respects also essentially different 
from the present. A single security was assigned — a bond 
in one case and a judgment in the other, one of less, another 
of equal amount with the debt to be secured — the assign- 
ment being voluntary in itself testified that each party 
thought the security assigned to be of some value, and that 
means should be taken to render it available. In each case 
the assignee took measures for enforcing payment, and was 
guilty of laches in giving time, and in not pursuing those 
measures to the end ; and all these circumstances were al- 
luded to and had influence with the learned Judges. The 
Lord Chancellor, who in Ex parte Mare carries the general 
principle of liability much farther than the Master of the 
Rolls in Williams v. Price, yet attaches the liability to cases 
where there has been forbearance to the debtor without the 
concurrence of the assignor, and the Master of the Rolls 
intimates that this forbearance must be positive, not merely 
negative. 

Here the assignment was under the Insolvent Debtors' Acts 
and coercive — it was of all the insolvent's effects, however 
worthless. There was nothing to indicate that either party 
attached value to the debts assigned, and the assignee gave 
no time to any of the debtors, nor took any steps showing 
that he considered the debts available. In the state of the 
proof it is unnecessary to investigate the degree of diligence 
necessary in the case of an assignee under the Insolvent 
Debtor^' Acts, or to enquire whether the circumstances might 
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not havo assumed a character to require from the attorney 
and agents of Mr. Groenshields a fuller account of their 
reasons for esteeming the debts worthless, and of the measures 
they adopted for obtaining information on the sulyect. 

There is no proof of value, of forbearance, or of loss, upon 
which the Court can act. 

There has been no suggestion for a reference, there is no 
reason to suppose that an enquiry at this distant period would 
result in anything but delay and expense, and there are not 
wanting considerations to make such a reference improper 
under the circumstances of the case. 

I am of opinion that this objection cannot prevail. The 
next objection offered to the application of Mr. Greenshields 
is that the right has been lost by laches, and that the Statute 
of Limitations applies. 

This induces the consideration of the relations of Reid and 
Greenshields to each other, and to the property. 

The latter, since the assignment in 1842 to the commence- 
ment ot this suit in 1865, has taken no step to enforce his 
rights, whatever they were, not even by recording the assign- 
ment. And as regards the former the only passage in Mr. 
Reid's affidavit concerning the possession of the land is this: 
** That from the time of said assignment till the summer of 
this present year (1H65), I have exercised ownership over 
said property, and paid the interest that from time to time 
become due to the complainant, Enos Collins, by virtue of 
the said mortgage." 

How this ownership was exercised, whether by actual occu- 
pancy or the receipt of rents only, and whether those rents 
were more or less than the interest, are facts of which we 
have no more information than may be' gathered from the 
above passage. 

It was argued that under 3 <fe 4 George 3, chap. 5, (Provin- 
cial Laws, vol. 1, p. 90), the assignee of an insolvent debtor 
took a perfect title in the property assigned, and could by 
the terms of the Act sue in hi« own name in like manner as 
the assignee of a' bankrupt. There is, however, a marked 
distinction, for by the seventh section the creditor may, not- 
withstanding the assignment, tsdte the debtor's lands and 
goods in exectition, and, I think, the assignee must be hetd 
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take the property subject to a trust for the debtor, should it 
ilize more than enough to satisfy the debt, and the assignment 
ist be regarded as in legal eflfect a mortgage, creating but a 
ecific lien on the property. See Burrill on Assignments, 139. 
As Reid through Cupplep, the original mortgagor, was only 
titled to the equity of redemption, subject to Mr* Collins' 
)rtgage, the assignment to Greenshields was in the nature of 
imperfect mortgage with the legal estate outstanding in 
3 prior incumbrancer, and it is laid down that the second 
)rtgagee, being disabled from obtaining possession at law, 
entitled to have a receiver appointed in equity, by whom 
) rents may be received and applied in satisfaction of his 
irtgage, without prejudice to the right of the first incum- 
mcer to apply for possession, and a receiver will not be 
pointed when the prior legal incumbrancer is in possession, 
less the applicant will pay off the demand, for the legal 
rtgagee cannot be a receiver but must take possession. 
3 Adams on Equity, 312. 

tf r. S. Gray, the counsel for Mr. Reid, pressed on me the 
e of Cholmonddey v. Clintony 2 Jac. & W. 1. and, if Reid 
y be considered as a stranger, the doctrines laid down in 
•t case would have a strong, perhaps an irresistible bearing 
his favor on the case under consideration. In that case 
1 estate was under mortgage, and there was a question 
sing on the construction of a will as to the party entitled 
the estate, — that is, to the equity of redemption. Mrs. 
vison and Lord Clinton severally claimed ; the latter had 
ie into possession under his claim and had paid the interest 
the mortgage for many years. The former who wa^ the 
intiff, and seeking to redeem, had not asserted her claim 
til after that possession had existed for more than 20 years, 
ere was no privity or relation between them. It was there 
nded *^ that the laches and non-claim of the rightful owner 
an equitable estate for a period of 20 years (supposing it 
I case of one, who must within that period have made, his 
im in a Court of Law, had it been a legal estate) under no 
ability, and where there is no fraud, will constitute a bar to 
litable relief by analogy to the Statute of Limitations, if 
ring all that period the possession has been, held under a 
im nneqniyocallj adverse." 

17 
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If Oreenshields is to be considered as trastee, and Beid as 
cestui que truatj neither at law nor in equity would his posses- 
iion be adverse. HiU on Tru^ees, 393, m. p. 266 ; Mdling v. 
Leak, 16 C. B. 663; Garrard v. Tuck, 8 C. B. 231. 

The Master of the Bolls in Oholmonddey v. Clinkmj after 
distinguishing the relation of mortgagor and mortgagee from 
that of ordinary trust relations says (p. 179) : ** The posses- 
sion of the mortgagor, or the person claiming that character, 
is not adverse to the mortgagee, because it is consistent 
with his title. The mortgagee is, therefore, not barred by any 
length of that possession, but the possession of the mortgagor 
is adverse to every other claimant of the equity of redemption, 
because it is inconsistent with his claim of title.'^ 

The cases at law are strong on that point.. Hall v. Doe d. 
Suiieea in Error, 5 B. & Aid. 687 ; Doe v. HuU, 2 D. & R. 38. 
In these two cases it is declared that there can be no dis- 
seisin at law without a wrongful entry, — a wrongful continu- 
ance is not sufficient, and, again, that the Statute of Limita- 
tions cannot attach, unless it is shown that the mortgagor held 
in opposition to the will of the mortgagee. So it is laid down 
that the mortgagee may treat the mortgagor as being rightly 
in possession, and 10 Ves. 453, is in point to show that an 
equitable interest will not be barred when the Statute of 
Limitations does not apply to the corresponding legal interest. 

Again, in Lister v. Pickford, 6 New Rep. 244, where trus- 
tees having mistaken their proper cestui que trust had paid 
the rents to wrong parties, the Court held that notwithstand- 
ing the misapprehension under which they acted their posses- 
sion enured to the benefit of ^be right parties — saying " as 
soon as they entered, their possession was attributable to their 
real rights, and to no others." 

Now, to what conclusion would these principles lead, had 
there been no equitable interest in the case — had Reid been 
in actual occupation under a legal title, when be assigned 
under the insolvent proceedings ? 

It would seem that unless there were evidence in such case 
of a possession in opposition to the will of the assignee, the 
Statute would not run. 

It is to be considered that Oreenshields had no right to pofl- 
session, — all he could do to promote his interest woold biTO 
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leen either to redeem or obtain a receiver. He might not be 
able to do the first, and if the rents were small — and of their 
amount we have no evidence — so long as they were applied 
to keeping down the interest on the first incumbrance he had 
no object to answer by requiring the second. 

As soon as the foreclosure suit is instituted he asserts his 
lien and claims the surplus. 

If he is not entitled to the surplus, what title has Reid to 
claim it ? Only on the ground of a purely adverse possession, 
for he had conveyed away his title; the laches of Greenshields 
might stand in the way of his recovery, but what would give 
the money to Reid ? Not his equity of redemption, because 
that he had conveyed; not his possession, supposing that 
possession to have enured to his own benefit, because the first 
mortgagee had asserted a paramount claim to that possession 
under which the land has been sold. 

Whether, therefore, I have looked at this case purely in its 
equitable relations, or as these relations are affected by the 
analogy of legal principles, I cannot reach the conclusion that 
the claim of the second incumbrancer Greenshields has been 
barred, or that Reid is entitled, although I confess that I have 
felt the case to be one by no means free from difficulty and 
doubt. 

I ought to have mentioned that the letter of Reid to Green- 
shields precludes the presumption that the debt bad been 
paid. 

My judgment is that the surplus proceeds be paid to Archi. 
bald Greenshields under the assignment by Adam' R^id to him 
of the mortgaged estate. 

But as this contention has arisen from great laches on the 
part of Greenshields, I do not give him costs. 

Order accordingly. 

Attorney for plaintiff, CoUina. 

Attorney for defendant Reid, 8. B. Gray. 

Attorney for defendant Greenshields,, Fri/mroae^ 
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HAMILTON AND Anoiseb v. BROWN and arHEBs. 

May 21, 1866. 

Where Flaiiitiib had beoofht an MdaB •sainet deCenduifei foe an rilef>ed 
treapaM on their mine, and it appeared that the mine waa within the limiti of a 
lot aisigned to the partj onder whom plaintifla olaimed, on a annrey attended bf 
all the partiea then intereated ; tliat the lot had been ooonpied from that time by 
the plaintifii and tboae under whom thej claimed, hj oooaent of ttie proprietor of 
the adjoining lot under whom the defendanta claimed ; and that no intermptko 
of that oooopation had been attempted for a period of nine years, or until defen- 
danta interpoaed. 

The Ooortr efaaed to diMolve an injunotiaD which had been granted on ex pvrU 
afBdayita on behalf of the plaintiflB to reatrain the defendanta from working oc 
interfering with the mine. 

The fhot of the title being in dispute or of the opposite party acting nnder & 
elaim of right will not present the -granting of an injunction, where the Taloe of 
the inheritance is in jeopardy, or irreparable mischief is threatened. 

On an application for an injunction ex parte all the fiEicts should be folly dis- 
closed, but the injunction will not be dissolyed on the ground of the suppression of 
Acts, if the teota suppressed would not have altered ihe decinoo of the Jodge. 

Principlea on which ii^uactiona are granted, and practice as to affidaTits on 
applications therefor. 

This was an application to set aside an order for a Writ of 
Injunction, and to dissolve the writ on the grounds that the 
title to the property on which the defendants were restrained 
by the writ from mining, &c., was in dispute, and that the 
plaintiffs in the affidavits on which they had applied for the 
order had suppressed material facts. 

Tbo facts alleged to be suppressed were that the defendants 
claimed the disputed property, and had forbidden the plaintiffs 
from trespassing on it, and had brought an action against them 
for so trespassing after such notice. 

The case was argued on the 30th April, before the Judge 
in Kquity, by 'McCully, Q. 0., and W. A. Johnston^ for the 
plaintiffs, and the Solicitor Ghnefcd and W. Twining for the 
defendants. 

McOuUyjQ. O.f cited the following authorities: 2 OhiUy^B 
Arch., Q. B. Prac. (10th ed.) 1071 ; 2 DanieWa Chancery FraC' 
iice ; WiUard^a JEquUy Jurisprudence, 342 ; 16 Veaey, 51. 

Solicitor QefMTcX and W. Twining cited the following : 2 
iJhittg'B At^., Q. B. Prac., (10th. ed.) 1065, 1069, 1070; 
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*(f9 liquity Juriaprvdencej 382; Eden on, Injunfition^f 
10,191,195; 2 PMKjw?, 154 ; STe^^ejf, 89; 6 dp. 147; 
110; 19 do. 146; 6 do. 51 ; 4 -Wcw; JSep. 459 ; 3 do. 668! ; 
305 ; 2 jJfcJ\r. cfe G. 231 ; 1 Jfjf, <fe 0. 210 ; 4 Beava^, 

I i/cjy; cfe G. 47. 

material faots stated in tbe various arffidavits, and the 
taken 9X the argument, aire sufficiently set out in the 
ent. 

5JST0N, 1. J., now (May 21, 1866) delivered judgment as' 

plaintiffs having brought an action of trespass against 
fendants for breaking their close, and extracting man- 
«, obtained an injunction eay parte on affidavits stating 
)osse88ion under Stephen Parker of laud, in which they 
nk a shaft to a deposit or pocket of manganese, and that 
fendants from a shaft in their adjoiniug lot had run a 
' to and beneath the deposit on plaintiffs' laud, and were 
t means carrying off, or were about to carry off, the ore 
the plaintiffs were engaged in working. 

defendants have moved to dissolve the injunction on 
its on two grounds: — Ist. That the title is in question, 
'hat tbe plaintiffs suppressed material facts, 
speared that Mr. Nutting, being the owner of a rectan- 
:ract of land, sold specified quantities to three several 
s, and to Stephen Parker whatever should remain. On 
ey attended by the parties interested, a line between 
• and Edward Church, the adjoining purchaser, was run 
) years ago, — was marked throughout and was held to on 
ide, the parties fencing on it as far as their cultivation 
led, and being regulated by it towards the rear in cut- 
rood and timber, and the blazes were subsequently 
3d, where they had been obscure, by Parker and the son 

then proprietor, Edward Church. The plaintiffs' man- 
^ mine is on the Parker lot if this line be pprrect, but the 
ants allege that there was a mistake in running the 
^d that by the true line it is on the lot of the said 
d Church which they have acquired. 

plaintiffs offered affidavits to strengthen their title, a^ 
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in one particular to contradict. Tbe defendants' couuBel 
objected, and tbe affidavits were received subject to the 
objection. 

I will first dispose of tbis point. 

Tbere is mucb contradiction in tbe antborities cited. Th^ 
cases referred to by tbe defendants' counsel decidedly nega- 
tive tbe admissibility of affidavits on showing cause to support 
tbe rigbt to tbe injunction. On tbe otber band Danid in his 
Practice lays down tbe rigbt in unqualified terms, and many 
cases support tbat view. A strict examination would pro- 
bably sbow that tbere is a distinction between different canses 
of complaint and different stages of proceedings, and, perhaps, 
something in tbe large discretion exercised in cases oi in- 
junction. 

In Norway v. Bowe, 19 Ves. 154 j the Lord Chancellor id 
waste held the plaintiff entitled to assert his title by affidavits 
contradicting tbe answer which denied his title to stay waste. 

In Peacock v. Peacodc, 16 Ves. 60, affidavits were received 
to contradict the answer, '* by analogy to waste," There the 
Lord Chancellor said : "The Court with the view in each case 
to have sufficient, and no more than sufficient informatioD, 
does exercise a discretion in hearing affidavits." 

In Packington v. Packington,! Dickens, 101, Lord Hardwicke 
asked this question : '' On showing cause to continue aD 
injunction to stay waste, is the plaintiff confined, as in an 
injunction to stay proceedings at law, to make out his case 
from the answer only, or may be strengthen his case by 
affidavits?" He answered tbe question by saying: "The 
plaintiff might read the answer to show his right, and might 
also read affidavits to make out the waste." 

As far as I might be required to exercise my own discre* 
tion I should deem it unreasonable that a party, who seeks so 
summary a remedy as an ex parte injunction, sbould.be allowed 
to strengthen bis position in matters relating to bis right, 
and within his power when be applied, — and only reasonable 
tbat he should be permitted to contradict or explain matters 
newly put forward in bis opponent's affidavits. Tbe greater 
portion of tbe affidavits in question would fall under the 
former bead. The assertion of Arlington Church, tbe son of 
Bdward Oburch^ that be removed tbe line without bis fetber's 
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thority would very properly, I thioky be met by the father's 
itement that the removal was made with his knowledge for 
e purpose of regulating the cutting of logs. 
The view of the case which I take does not make it neces- 
ry to decide this question, and I hope soon to be enabled by 
neral rules to define the practice on this point, and on 
Siers which the argument has presented. 
On the objections taken by the defendants' counsel to the 
Dtinuance of the injunction, it is true that in general injunc- 
ns will not be allowed when the title is in dispute, nor be 
ntinued where there has been the suppression of material 
^ts. But I do not find that these principles have been acted 
on with the inflexibility, or to the extent assumed by the 
fendants' counsel. 

[n several cases I have had occasion to act upon the first 
oaed principle. But in one of these cases the ^^fendant 
d been in possession for fourteen or fifteen years ; in the 
ler a mill, which it was alleged caused the overflow of 
bintifi''8 land, had been in use for many years, and being 
rnt down I thought I was not justified in restraining the 
erection before a suit then pending was decided, and in 
lich already a jury had disagreed. 

In the decided cases there have been generally, if not 
vays, circumstances which gave application to that 
inciple. In SpoUiswoode v. C^rke, 2 Phillips, 158, the 
»nrt held the right to be uncertain, but did not, therefore, 
cessarily dissolve the injunction ; they considered the great 
d irreparable injury to the defendant from restraining the 
le of his almanac at that season of the year, and dissolved 
e injunction, directing the defendant to keep an account, 
d the plaintiff to be at liberty to bring an action. 
In The Attorney Oeneral v. TJie Mayor of Liverpool, 1 Mylne 
Craig, 171, there was a doubtful contention, but there, too, 
e Court acted on the circumstances according to that large 
scretion exercised in cases of injunction. The Master of 
e Rolls said, (p. 208) '^ Balancing the inconveniences which 
)uld arise from continuing the injunction, and from dissolv- 
^ it, I should unquestionably run much greater risk of doing 
schief by continuing the injunction than I can do harm by 
isolviog it I think, therefore, exercising the discretion 
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which is vested in the Court in cases of this kind, that my 
proper course is to dissolve this injunction." 

The Vice Chancellor used similar language in Macey v. 
Metropolitan Board of Works, 3 New Rep. 669. 

In WUlard, cited by Mr. W. Twining, it is said, " Injunc- 
tions will be granted when the value of the inheritance is in 
jeopardy, or irreparable mischief is threatened even against a 
person acting under a claim of right." And, again, the same 
author says, '* To prevent a mere trespass the party must have 
been in the previous undisturbed enjoyment under claim of 
right." 

I am influenced, in deciding this application, by the fact 
that the plaintiffs' mine is within the limits of the lot assigned 
on the survey to the party under whom they claim, and occu- 
pied from that time by consent of the proprietor of the lot 
under whom the defendants claim, and that no interruption 
was attempted of that occupation for a period of nine years, 
or until the defendants interposed. I by no means intend by 
this, in the shghtest degree to determine or prejudge the 
question of title, — that will be decided after trial and full 
evidence. All I mean is that the plaintiffs should be pro- 
tected in the possession which was undisturbed in their lessor, 
and only disturbed since the recent acquisition by the defend- 
ants of their title to the adjoining lot. 

Any other course would be liable to serious objection. To 
determine the title in favor of the defendants would be to do 
what it is admitted on both sides I ought not to do, adjudicate 
on a question not ripe for decision and not before me. To 
dissolve the injunction because of the title being in dispute 
would be of no use to the defendants, unless this can over- 
bear the prior possession of the plaintiffs and their lessor by 
superior force. I see no reason why I should encourage a 
course that would put in jeopardy the public peace and 
violate the right which possession confers. So long as the 
contention of title is undetermined the plaintiffs' possession 
avails them, and it is not contended that if ultimately unsnc. 
cessful they are not able to meet the consequences. 

On the question of suppression I have had a good deal of 
hesitation, from the strong feeling I entertain of the propriety 
of a full disclosure of facts on applying for an injunctioii eir 
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zrte. But on examiniDg the cases the Judges seem to put it 
ci the effect the facts would have had if stated. 

Id Dcdglish v. Jarvie, 2 MacNaghten & Oordon, 231, relied 
Q hy the Solicitor Generali the Lord Gbmmissioner Langdale 
ut the question on the facts being material, and he decided 
Q another ground ; and Lord Commissioner Bolfe, who used 
le strong expression referred to at the argument, uses this 
kuguage : " If the party applying for a special injunction 
bstains from stating facts which the Court thinks are most 
laterial to enable it to form its judgment he disentitles him- 
Jf to that relief which he asks." 

In the case already referred to of the Attorney Oeneral v. 
^ Mayor of Liverpool, 1 My. & C. 171, the Master of the 
oils puts it in this way, (p. 210) : " A very wholesome rule 
is been established in this Court that if a party comes for 
1 ex parte injunction, and misrepresents the facts of the case, 
3 shall not then be permitted to support the injunction by 
lowing another state of circumstances in which he would be 
atitled to it." 

The case where the rule seems to have been applied with 
reatest rigor under the circumstances is Hilton v. Lord Oran- 
2le, 4 Beavan, 130, and on appeal in Craig dh Phillips j 283, but 
lere it is expressly said that the plaintiffs' erroneous statement 
iduced the Master of the Rolls to grant the injunction, when 
therwise he would have appointed an early day to hear the 
gise in the presence of both parties. 

By the Lord Chancellor in Prince Albert v. Strange, 1 Mc- 
Faghten & Gordon, 48, " If an injunction is obtained by 
lisrepresentation, and it can be shown it would not have 
een granted but for the misrepresentation, the Court will 
ot uphold the injunction, although the plaintiff may show 
imself entitled to it." 

Although I feel strongly that the plaintiffs should have in- 
)rmed me upon applying for the injunction of the notice they 
ad received from the defendants, and of the action commen- 
sd against them, yet I cannot say that the information would 
ave altered my decision. 

The single fact I act upon, as I have already explained, is 
le long possession with the concurrence of the adjoining 
roprietor. It is in this view that the affidavits offered in 
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reply by the plaintiffs are, as I conceive, unimportant, as that 
fact is sufficiently established by the previous affidavits. So 
the notices and suit by the defendants were but an assertion 
of a right claimed by them to interrupt the plaintiffs in work* 
ing the mine in their possession, and the affidavits of the 
plaintiffs state that the defendants had interrupted them^ 
After hearing the affidavits produced by the defendants, an 
seeing their claim of title expanded, I still think the plaintiffs 
should be protected in their possession until the title is de 
cided, and, therefore, entertaining that opinion I ought no" 
to have refused the injunction because of the notices anc^ ^^^ 
action. 

I, therefore, discharge the rule ntw, but in view of the witLS .4. 
holding of the information of the notices and action I do nc^^^^ 
give costs to the plaintiffs, and I direct that the injunction t — -^^ 
continued, and the defendants restrained from mining, &c., =3/2 
the disputed land until the title shall be tried at law, or fbrsr. 
ther order on terms, viz., to keep accounts, &c., and p 
amount and to give security, &c. 

Order accordingly.^ 

Attorney for plaintiffs, Blanchard, Q. 0. 
Attorney for defendants, W. Twining. 



* The foUowing is m oopy ol Um order granted :— 
Halifax SS. Before the Jodge in Equity, Monday, 2 lat May, 1866. 



C Pbtbb 8. Hamiltow, and another, Plaintifls. 



againit 

^"Aww, and others, Defendants. 

'-^'■netion to restrain the defendants from certti 
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in the event of the title being established in fiivor of the defendants, that 
intifid pay the defendants for the nett value or price alter dedneting nett expen- 
chai^^ of the manganese or ore gotten or sold by them since the oommenoe« 
f the defendants' sait out of the disputed land to which the defendants m^y 
h title, the amount to be ascertained nnder the order of the Court, and to be 
to the damages assessed by the jury or otherwise paid as the Court may 
-and that the plaintifii give security to be approved by the Prothonotary at 
: for the fulfilment of these terms in eight hundred dollars. 

By order of the Judge in Equity. 

(Signed.) J. W. Nnrmio, 

Prothonotary* 
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McINTOSH AND Another v. CULLEN. . 

July 17, 1866. 

Where there is a iubttantial performanoe of work ander a special oontrac^f 
tbongh not in strict accordance with it, and there ta no frandnlent or wilful deyiatioD 
firom its terms, the contractor is entitled to recover for the work done, the measnre 
of dama^ces in snoh a case being the agreed price less such a sum as it would take to 
complete the work according to the contract. 

Where a plaintiff has done a large portion of his work under a special contnot 
under the supervision of the defendant's inspector, who, though he complained of 
portions of the work and forbade the plaintiff to proceed, stated that he did not 
suppose that the work would be stopped, and the defendant has himself continned to 
superintend and direct the work after such expression of disapproval, he cannot 
afterwards refuse payment for the work done. 

Assumpsit. Declaration, after reciting a certain contract 
in writing between the plaintiifs and defendant, whereby they 
undertook for £460, payable by instalments, the last of which 
was payable within three months after completion of the 
work, to make certain specified alterations, and addition? iQ 
and to a building of defendant in the city of Halifax, (the 
plaintiffs providing the materials, the work to be subject to 
inspections as it proceeded, and to be completed to the satis- 
faction of the defendant, or such person as he should appoint), 
alleged that they expended large sums in the prosecution of 
the work, according to their contract, provided a large 
amount of materials, (averring their readiness to complete) ; 
but that defendant during the time limited for performance, 
wrongfully prevented their proceeding, and refused them 
access to the premises, whereby they lost the profits to which 
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they were entitled, and were put to great expense in provid- 
ing materials for the completion of their engagement, and 
were obliged to discharge certain snb-contractors and to pay 
them compensation. The declaration also contained the com- 
mon counts for work and labor, Ac. Pleas, admitting the con- 
tract, but alleging that plaintiffs in violation of their agroe- 
ment proceeded to do their work with other and inferior 
materials than provided in their agreement, and on other plans 
and in other manners and workmanship than stipulated for, 
against which he from time to time remonstrated ; that they 
persisted in proceeding nevertheless in the erection of a kind 
of building which he had not agreed for, and of inferior 
materials and workmanship; and thereupon he, not being able 
by any other means to prevent plaintiffs from so doing, forbade 
them further to proceed, and requested them to remove the 
materials from his premises. There was also a plea to the 
common counts of not indebted otherwise ^than under the 
special agreement. 

At the trial before Wilkins, J., at Halifax in October, 1865, 
although the evidence was somewhat contradictory, it ap- 
peared that the plaintiffs in several particulars had not per- 
formed the work contracted for in exact accordance with their 
written agreement, the principal deviation being in the size 
of certain studding which they had made 5x3 inches, instead 
of 6x4 inches as required by the specification, and which 
was also not mortised both at the top and bottom as required 
by the agreement. It appeared, however, that all the work 
had been done under the inspection of an architect (Marshall) 
appointed by the defendant, and that after Marshall had by 
letter forbidden the plaintiffs to proceed, defendant had him- 
self given them instructions with regard to the work. Mar- 
shall also atated on the trial that he had not supposed that 
the plaintiffs would abandon the work on the receipt of his 
letter, but that they would go on and make all right. Bush, 
an architect, who was also one of defendant's witnesses, testi- 
fied that it would not cost a great deal to make all right. 

The learned Judge, after t^ontrastuig the conflicting testi- 
mony, which he left to the jury to decide, instructed them 
that the main que&tion for their consideration was the qtian- 
tWH of damages which' the plaintiffs were entitled to receive. 
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He also told them that it was clear that when the work w 
stopped by the defendant, no rational man placed in his sil 
ation would treat the amount of work done and then ii 
material form on his premises as useless, and a nuisance 
incumbrance. He further said that on the contrary many^^ ^ 
defendant's own witnesses proved that when plaintiffs' op^ j^. 
tions were stopped by defendant's act, the substantial contiir^ct 
as understood by the contracting parties might have been coji}. 
pleted at a certain cost, and that, in the judgment of some of 
them, not a very heavy one. His lordship also commented on 
the position in which Marshall stood to the parties, befog 
defendant's inspector, &c. The learned Judge concluded bj 
instructing the jury to find for the plaintiffs the original som 
stipulated to be paid by the defendant, after subducting 
from it such an amount as would have been necessary to 
complete the contract when the work was stopped. 

The jury found a verdict for the plaintiffs for £290, and a 
rule nisi having been taken out under the Statute to set it 
aside for misdirection, as contrary to law and evidence, and 
for excessive damages, it was fully and elaborately argued 
during last Michaelmas Term by McC^My, Q. 0., and Blanchardj 
Q. C.f for the defendant, and the Solicitor Chnerdl for the 
plaintiffs. 

The defendant's counsel contended that entire performance 
of the contract was a condition precedent without which the 
plaintiffs could recover nothing, and that the main question 
was not the qtiantum of damages, but whether plaintiffs had per- 
formed their contract, and that, therefore, the learned Jadge 
had misdirected the jury on a point of vital importance. 

The Solicitor Oenerai contr^ argued that the modem 
cases bad altered the law, that the failure to perform the 
contract must now be in something essential to prevent the 
plaintiff from recovering. 

WiLKiKSy J., now delivered the judgment of the Court. 

After referring at some length to the pleadings, and his 
instructions to the jnry, bis lordship said : 

It appears to us then that there can be but two questions 
for our consideration, — ^first, '' Was the Judge authorized to 
instruct the jury to assume that when the work was stoppedi 
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plaintiflFs had substantially performed their contract up to that 
time ? " second, (that question being answered, if it may 
be, in the affirmative,) were the jury instructed rightly as to 
the principle on which the amount of damages was to be 
adjusteTi?" 

Before considering these questions, it will not be without its 
advantage to reflect on what we have not got to consider. 

We have not got to deal with the case of a fraudulent, or 
wilful deviation by a contracting mechanic from the stipula- 
tions into which he had entered,— the case of the owner of 
land on which a contracting party persists contrary to his 
agreement with that owner, to insert into a. fabric in progress 
of construction some material which, if suffered to remain, 
will be irremediably injurious to the structure, and respecting 
which the other part as soon as he is aware of the fact, takes 
his stand, and at once forbids the defaulting contractor to pro- 
ceed, and so repudiates all his subsequent acts. To come 
home to the present case, we are not called on to say what the 
legal consequence would have been, if, when this defendant 
knew of his own personal knowledge, or of that of his inspec- 
tor, that plaintiffs had inserted, and, when required, refused to 
remove the particular studding proved not to have been of 
the stipulated size, he had then absolutely forbidden the 
plaintiffs to proceed, and had not thenceforth expressly or 
impliedly recognized their subsequent proceedings. 

Of the two questions referred to it will, perhaps, be more 
coQ^enient first to consider the second. *^ Assuming that 
thai was in some particulars a deviation by plaintiffs from 
theftonditions of their contract — was the principle on which 
the jury were instructed to fix the damages, one that is 
sanctioned by law." 

The authorities show that on this point there can be no 
question. The whole doctrine involved in the inquiry will be 
found elaborated in a note to Gutter v. Powell^ 2 Smith's Lead- 
ing Gases, 17-18. Some of the cases turn on a point unne- 
cessary for us to consider, viz., whether the remedy must be 
on the special contract, or by the count for qiMnttim vaiebat^ 
It is unnecessary to be considered, because the writ of the 
plaintiffisy who have a verdict, contains both forms of action. 

The history of the remedy is curious. For a long time it 
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was held that nnder the circumstances of this case, no mat' 
to what extent defendant had deviated from his contract, 
plaintiflF, suing for the contract price of his work, was entity ^^ 
to recover the full amount of it, whilst defendant's only rem<^^^ 
was by a cross action. 

Then, again, it was held, as in the case of Ellis v. EainZen 
3 Taunt. 52, that the slightest deviation from the contract 
prevented the contracting builder from recovering anythiog. 
Finally, there was adopted (hat winch is unquestionably tlm 
rule at the present day, not only in England, but in sorae, if 
not all, of the more enlightened Courts of the United 
States. 

Before referring to the cases, we may notice the following 
passage from 2 Smith's Leading Case«, 11-12, in note. "It is 
submitted," ho says, " that it is an invariably true proposition 
that wherever one of the parties to a special contract, not 
under seal, has in an unqualified manner refused to perform 
his side of the contract" (and note this defendant has in effect 
done so, when he forbade to plaintiffs access to his premises) 
"or has disabled himself from performing it by his own act, the 
other party has thereupon a right to elect to rescind it, and 
may, on doing so, immediately sue on a quantum meruit for 
anything which he had done under it previously to the recis- 
sion." " This," he adds, " is apprehended to be established by 
Withers v. Reynolds, 2 B. & Ad. 882," and certain other cases 
which he cites. 

Again, he says, " The general rule being that while the 
special contract remains unperformed (meaning of course 
capable in reference to the acts of parties of being performed) 
no action of indebitatvs assumpsit can be brought for anything 
done under it, we now come to the exceptions from that rule. 
The first of them consists of cases in which something has 
been done under a special contract, hut not in strict accord- 
ance tmth it. In such a case the party cannot recover the 
remuneration stipulated for in the contract, because he has 
not done that which was to be the consideration for it. Still, 
if the other party have derived any benefit from bis labor, it 
wouM be unjust to allow him to retain that without pajriog 
anything. The law, therefore, implies a promise on his part 
to pay Bucfa a remunaration as the benefit conferred upon hift 
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is reasonably worth. This is conceived to be a just expres- 
sion," he concludes, ^' of the rule of law as it at present pre- 
vails," 

To the same effect speaks Addison, (Addison on ContraciSj 
p. 198.) Lord Ellenborough's rule, laid down after consult- 
ing the Judges, in Farnsworth v. Oarrard, 1 Camp. 38, is 
'''the claim shall be co-extensive with the benefit." Such 
also is the doctrine, except perhaps as to the form of action, 
in Baillie v. Kell, 4 Bing. N. C. 652. In Thornton et al. v. 
Place, 1 M. & Rob. 218, it was decided that where a trades- 
man finishes work (in the case it was slating buildings) differ- 
ing from specification agreed on, he is not entitled to the 
actual value of the work, but only to the agreed price minus 
such a sum as it would take to complete the work according 
to the specification." Per Parke, J. The principle of this 
Nisi Prius decision is expressly recognized by the Court in 
Mondd V. Sted, 8 M. & W. 870 ; also in Lucas v. Godwin, 
4 Scott, 502. 

Hayward v. Leonard, 7 Pick. 181, is a very interesting case, 
directly in point as respects the principles involved in it, and 
one that shows the doctrine of the Supreme Court of Massa- 
chussets to be in accordance with that now held in Westmin- 
ster Hall. The learned Chief Justice Parker who decided it 
referred to it as governing another case before him, also in 
point, viz.. Smith v. 2%6 Proprietors of the First Congregational 
Meeting House in Lowell, 8 Pick. 178. 

Since the decision of Parke J. in the case cited from 
Moody & Bchinson, I have not found either in the cases cited 
at the argument, or in any other case, one single decision 
opposed to it. The remaining question is one that refers to 
the written contract and to the evidence, and it makes it our 
duty to inquire, " whether, in view of the facts, the jury 
were at liberty to assume that, when the plaintiffs were for- 
bidden by the defendant to proceed with their work, they had, 
up to that time, substantially performed their coixtract ?" 
And thus, it appears to us — there existing no ground for 
imputing to plaintiffs fraud, or a wilful, perverse design to 
conceal from defendant or his inspector bad materials, or to 
save their own pockets>by imposing on him work of less value 

than that whiqb they contracted tQ provide for him — resolves 

18 
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itself into an inquiry, '^ whether that portion of the work d( 
when the progress of it was arrested was useless to defends 
in a sense, that by expenditure of a certain sum he could :^ 
make the work done at that time, when completed, as g^^^o 
for the purposes contemplated by him when he entered S 2if^ 
the contract, as it would have been if there had been alit^r^/ 
and perfect performance by plaintiffs of their stipulations. 

One's common sense revolts at the proposition, ''that be- 
cause a contractor has lionesUy deviated, in some slight par- 
ticulars, from his specifications, he can recover nothing for 
work actually done, work of real value to the other contract- 
ing party, on whose land the fabric stands which embodies 
it — and yet that result is reached, if the contention of defend- 
ant's counsel at the argument must be received as law I To say 
nothing at present of the evidence of plaintiffs and of their wit- 
nesses, which we must assume the jury believed, and which, 
if believed, decisively shows that the defendant could by 
expending a certain sum have cured all defects, and had 
a building substantially according with plaintiffs' contract, 
we turn to the testimony of defendant's witness — Marshall— 
than whom none could be more competent to judge. It 
shows conclusively that the work done, when the work was 
stopped, was not useless, and might have been perfected. 
He says, '' I did not suppose that plaintiffs would abandoD 
the work, on my letter, but that they would go on and make 
all right." This is decisive to show that, in his opinion, if 
they had been allowed to go on, they cot^ have made all 
right. Again, he says, '' there would be no difficulty 
in making all right if what the architects and carpenters*' 
{meaning those who had been produced by plaintiffs as wit- 
nesses) '' said yesterday in their examinations be true." Now, 
it must be taken, after the verdict^ that it was truQ, and, 
therefore, Marshall's testimony is destructive of the only 
ground of defence that could possibly avail the defendant. 
It must not be forgotten that Marshall, with a full knowledge 
of the defects and deviations — few and not very important 
they are — which be pointed out in his testimony , nevertfieless, 
continued to superintend and direct the work up tp the 8th 
August, when the letter was written of which the oj^eot was 
to prevent its further progress. On no rational principle 
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could defendant, in view of this fact, repudiate, and refuse 
to pay for the work of these plaintiflfa then previously done, 
Comm6n justice to them denaands that they should have been 
stopped, at the moment of knowledge of any one of the 
breaches of contract, which it is now insisted that they com- 
mitted. According to the defendant's evidence his condem- 
nation of work and materials is so unexclusive that it induces 
a belief that he must have been laboring Tinder delusion 
ifcnd misapprehension about the real nature and character of 
both. In contrast with the testimony of his inspector just 
adverted to, he said, " as a matter of prudence, I would not 
attempt to support this now defective building,"-^again, 
" the roof is so bad that it cannot be set to rights." — He 
even condemned the wall, though Marshall admits that he 
passed it as unobjectionable. As regards the roof so abso- 
lutely condemned by defendant. Bush, one of his own wit- 
nesses, said, •'! would not pull down, but I would not be 
satisfied with the roof— it toould not cost a greaii deal to make 
U aU righiJ^ 

On the point of waiver of objections by permitting plain- 
tiffs to proceed after knowledge of defects, it is observable 
that whilst defendant said : '' I cannot say whether this (plain- 
tiffs' giving him a sketch for shop-front) was or was not after 
Marshall's letter," plaintiff, Innis, said, '^ it was long after 
letter received the section of front was given by defendant." 
We must, therefore, take such to have been the fact. 

If, on the other hand, we confine our attention to -the 
evidence for the plaintiffs, we find their case completely sub- 
stantiated, and we find also a complete failure, on the part of 
the defendant, to substantiate this his defensive allegation, 
viz., '^ that he stopped the plaintiffs because they persisted, in 
despite of his remonstrances, in erecting a kind of building 
which he had not agreed for, and one marked by inferior 
materials and workmanship." The evidence last referred to 
dhows that, had the plaintiffs been allowed to proceed to com- 
pletion of their work, defendant would either have had such 
an erection as they stipulated for, or that there would have 
been only such deviations from the strict letter of their con- 
tract, that by means of the tegsd privilege incident to defend- 
ant to subduct from the contract price an indemnifying sum. 
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he could within the limits of that contract price have codc^ 

manded, really and sabstantially, such a building as plaintifl^ 

engaged to provide for him. The learned counsel for tlr^ 

defendant was understood at the argument to object '' that tl 

evidence afforded no sufficient data to enable the jury 

ascertain the amount of damages/' But that objection is ob^ 

ously unfounded, for, to say nothing of the inferences as 

the qicantum which the jury might have drawn from the w( 

proved to have been undone when plaintiffs were stopp^ ^^ 

relatively to what they had engaged to do, and to the consS'f/^. 

ration therefor, there exists direct testimony given by -the 

plaintiffs, which, if believed, presented abundant grounds for 

arriving at a legitimate conclusion on the point last noticed. 

For these reasons, we are of opinion that this rule must be 

discharged. 

Btde discharged. 

Attorney for plaintiffs, J. N. HUchie. 

Attorney for defendant, Blanchard^ Q, C. 



HARTSHORNS and Anotheb v. WILKINS and others. 

July 17, 1866. 



Where two or more persou, and eipecialty whera relfttiTeBy perish in the nme 
ealtaiitj, the law reeogniww no presamption of nrTiyorahip ; bat in the toul 
absence of all eyidenoe respeoting the partloalar droomstanoes of the calamity, 
the matter i^ be treated as if all of them had perished at the same moment, 
and consequently none of the parties wiU be held to hare transmitted a^y ri^ts 
to the othdr. 

A testator, J. C, by his last will bequeathed a certain fond to trostoes in ttoA, 
after payment of an annuity of £80 sterling to B. H., and a disposition of the 
remaining income during the life of his danghter, Ii. 0., (who was iUegitunatB), 
then on forther trust after the decease of his said dani^ter to tianaftr and dii' 
pose of the said ftmd to sudi of her children or grandchildren as should then be Briogi 
in such parts and proport i ons as tfie should appoint, or otherwise hi equal dmm 

By a subsequent clause he prorided that should his danfi^ter die " witihoat leaf- 
ing any lawfU issue," that the fund should he paid to his nieces in equal pco- 
pjHTtions, or to their lawfhl issue then liriagb 

He fhrther preyided that the above bequest to Ids nieces riioald be sa^eot to 
any legaqy or legacies, not to exceed in the whole £1000, ttaifaif^ wfaioh hii 
daui^iter, in case, she should haye no lawftil issue, might bj btt ImI will ifn 
and bequeath, notwithstanding her co vertur e. 

L. O., shoitly after the death of the tastator, manM H. S. B„ fagr whom riw 
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bad tbxee ohildxeii, and made her will after her marriage (ander the power reeer- 
▼ed to her in the will of the testator) whereby she bequeathed ont of the said 
fond to her husband, H. S. B., £600 sterling, and to her mother, B, H., £400 
sterling. She appointed her husband executor, and he duly proved the will after 
her death as hereinafter stated. 

L. C, then L. B., with all her ohUdren, three in number, embarked in 
February, 1862, in the steamer ** Wiesbaoh,*' bound for Halifax, but neither the 
steamer nor L. B. nor any of her children ever arrived at Halifax, nor had any 
information been since received of the steamer, nor of L. B., nor of any of her 
children, nor what has become of them, nor how nor in what manner the said steamer 
was lost, nor how, or in what manner the said L. B. and her children died, and 
which of the said children died first or last, but it was assumed that some time during 
the year 1862, the said L. B , and all the children that she had by the said H. S. 
B., (who siunrived her) being the three mentioned above, perished on board the said 
steamer ** Wiesbach " that foundered at sea under circumstances unknown. 

Held, first, that the fund could not be assigned to H. S. B., as the heir at law 
of the children of himself and of L. B , because such children were entitled as 
should be living at the decease of L. B., and there was no proof that any of the 
children were so living, i. e. that any of the children survived her, and she 
having been illegitimate the title of her children depended entirely on the will of 
the testator. 

Secondly, that the fund could not be assigned to the nieces, or their representatives, 
because their title depended entirely on the daughter, L. B., dying without leaving 
any lawful issue, and there was no proof whether she did or did not so die, i. e. 
whether her children did or did not survive her. 

Thirdly, that the will of L. B. could not take effect, because she was only 
empowered to bequeath the £1000 sterling ** in case she had no lawful issue,'' and 
she had issue bom, and there was no proof of survivorship between her issue 
and her. 

Lastly, (there beins; an intestacy in the events that happened), that the whole of 
the fund must be distributed among the next of kin of the testator, subject to the 
payment of the annuity to E. H. 

The question as. to whether the intestacy should be computed from the time 
of the death of the testator, or from the date of the events which produced the 
intestacy, was ordered to be argued, and the decision thereon reserved until after 
•nch argument. 

This was a special case on the construction of the will ot 
the late Joseph Creighton, statecl for the consideration of 
the Court by the parties interested in the will, or in the estate 
of the testator independently of the will. The will is dated 
22nd June, and was admitted to probate, 10th September, 
1853, The testator left an illegitimate daughter, Louisa 
Creighton, a sister, the late Mrs. Wilkins, the children of a 
brother, and the children of another sister. The daughter 
married H. S. Bagnell, shortly after the death of the testator, 
and had three children, all of whom perished with her by an 
unknown disaster at sea, in February, 1862. The husband 
survived and claimed the whole of the estate as heir to bis 
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cLildreD, or part of it as a legatee of his wife. Five nieces 
the testator claimed the whole under a clause in the wiK~^ 
There were four children and eight grandchildren of Mrr^ 
Wilkins, three children of the late John Creighton, tow- .^ 
children and a grandchild of the late Lucy Binney, all 
whom were claimants ; and twelve of these, to the exclusion 
the grandchildren of Mrs. Wilkins, claimed as the testato~ ^ 
next of kin. The case asks the Court to decide on the c^^o^. 
flicting claims of the defendants, and to adjust and decree th ^/^ 
rights so as to enable the plaintiffs, the trustees, to caK-i^ 
out the trusts of the will, and to make a proper distributfo/i 
of the funds under their control. 

The material portions of the will affecting the questions 
raised by the case are substantially as follows : — The testator 
bequeathed to the plaintiffs, Lawrence Hartshorne and the 
Eev. James Stewart, (both of whom are now deceased) tho 
sum of £8133 2s. lid., three per cent, consols, in trust after 
payment of an annuity ot £80 sterling to Elizabeth Horo, 
and a disposition of the remaining income during the life of 
his said daughter, Louisa, that the plaintiffs or the survivor, 
bis executors or administrators, should, and would, after the 
decease of his said daughter, transfer and dispose of the said 
sum unto all, and every, and such one or more of the children 
or grandchildren of the said Louisa Greighton as should thea 
be living, in such parts and proportions, manner and form, aa 
the said Louisa Greighton, notwithstanding coverture, or 
whether sole or unmarried, by her last will and testament io 
writing or any codicil in writing, or by any deed or writing 
disposing thereof to be by her signed, should direct, limit, 
give, or appoint, and in default thereof, then unto, and amoug 
the child or children of his said daughter Louisa living at the 
time of her decease, to be equally divided among them if 
more than one, and if only one then to such only child ; and 
further, should his said daughter Louisa die without leaving 
any lawful issue, then it was his will that the said sum be 
paid over by his trustees to his nieces in equal proportions, or 
to their lawful issue then living, subject, however, to. any 
legacy or legacies, not to exceed in the whole one thousand 
pounds sterling money, which his said daughter Louisa, in case 
she should have no lawful issue, might by her last will and 
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"Cestament give and bequeath notwithstanding her coverture. 

The first of these provisions, as will be seen, transfers the 
:fund after the decease of the daughter to such of her children 
sts should then be living, in such piirts and proportions as 
fihe should appoint, or otherwise in equal shares. 

The second transfers the fund, should the daughter die 
'without leaving any lawful issue, to the neices of the testator 
in equal proportions, 

The third empowers the daughter, in case she should have 
no lawful issue, to bequeath £1000 of the fund as she should 
think fit by her last will notwithstanding her coverture. 

The case sets out that the daughter in the month of Febru- 
ary, in the year 1862, then Louisa Bagnell, with all her chil- 
dren, three in number, embarked in a British steamer called 
the "Wiesbach," laden with warlike stores' and bound for- 
Halifax, to rejoin her husband, the said Henry Sedley Bag- 
nell, but neither the said steamer nor the said Louisa Bagnell 
nor any nor either of her said children have ever arrived at 
the port of Halifax, nor have aby tidings or information since 
been heard of the said steamer '* Wiesbach " or of the said- 
Louisa Bagnell, or any or either of her said children, or what 
has become of them, or how or in what manner and when the 
said steamer was lost, nor hbw or in What manner the said 
Louisa Bagnell and her said children died, and which of the 
said mother and children died first or last, biit it is assumed 
that some time during the year of our Lord one thousand 
eight hundred and sixty-two the said Louisa Bagnell) and all 
the children that she had by the said Henry Sedley Bagnell, 
perished on board the said Steamer "Wiesbach" that foun- 
dered at sea under circumstances unknown. 

The case further sets out a will made by the daughter after 
her coverture, undei* the power Reserved to her, bequeathing 
otit of the fund £600 sterling to her husband, and £400 ster- 
ling to her mother, the said Elizabeth Horn, which i^ill has 
been duly proved by the husband as executor. 

The case finally sets forth thd various aspects under which 
the several parties lay claim', which are stated as follows: 

First — Sarah Maynard and her husband in her right — 
Mary Whittey and her husband in her right — ^Lucy Kearney, 
and Jane Hays as nieces of the testator, and Charles W. 
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Parker, in right of representation of his mother Lucy Park- ^3;; 
who is now dead but survived the said Louisa Bagr^:^::::] 
and her children, the two defendants who are children 
the said Lucy Sturge, deceased, and the several defenda...^.u 
who are children of the said Isabella Moorsom, deceased, cl^— ^y^ 
to be entitled to the said trost property as nieces and re^^^-g. 
sontatives of nieces of the said testator respectively \iiM.<}et 
the will. 

Secondly— LewJH M. Wilkins, Charles T. Wilkins, Martin I 
Wilkins, Stephen Binney, Richard Binney, Edward Binnej, 
and John Creigbton and (io caao it should be decided that 
the nieces cannot take under the will) then also Sarah Mayiiard 
and her husband in her right — Mary Whittey and her hnsbaiid 
in her right — Lucy Kearney and Jane Hays and the said CImrlds 
W. Parker as representing his deceased mother, together with 
the said Lewis M. Wilkins, Charles T. Wilkins, Martin I. 
Wilkins, Stephen Binney, Richard Binney, Edward Binney, 
and John Creightou claim to be entitled to the said property 
in equal shares, (the whole in twelve equal parts to be 
divided), as the next of kin to the said testator, they and they 
alone being as aforesaid in the nearest degree of relationship 
to him. They found their claim (the said contingent claimants 
last named claiming conditionally as aforesaid) on the ground 
that the event mentioned in the will, on the happening of 
which alone the nieces could claim as legatees, and the event 
on the happening of which alone the said Henry Sedley Bag- 
nell could claim as heir to bis children are alike unproved 
and incapable of proof, and that, therefore, under the only 
circumstances known of the deaths of the said Louisa Bagnell 
and her children, the said testator in contemplation of law at 
the time of their deaths died intestate (except as respects the 
legacy to Elizabeth Horn), as to all the property in the hands 
of his trustees under or by virtue of his will. 

Thirdly — The defendants, who are children of Mrs. Sturge, 
and Mrs. Moorsom, deceased, respectively claim to be entitled 
(in case their claim as representatives of the nieces as lega- 
tees fails) to share among the next of kin. 

Fourthly — The said Henry Sedley Bagnell claims to be en- 
titled to the whole of the said sum of eight thousand one 
hundred and thirty-three pounds two shillings and eleven 
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pence, as the father of the said children by the said Louisa 
Bagnell, his wife, and that on failure of such right, then ho 
and the said Elizabeth Horn claim under the said will of tho 
said Louisa Bagnell made as aforesaid, to be entitled to the 
several sums of six hundred and four hundred pounds be- 
queathed to them respectively by the said Louisa Bagnell 
in and by her last will and testament hereinbefore in part set 
forth. 

Fifthly — All the defendants, except the said Henry Sedley 
Bagnell and Elizabeth Horn, deny the respective claims of the 
said Henry Sedley Bagnell and Elizabeth Horn under the will 
of the said Louisa Bagnell deceased, insisting that as she liad 
lawful issue she was not empowered by the testator to make 
a will disposing of any part of his property bequeathed by 
him to the plaintiflFs, the trustees, and that, therefore; the pro- 
bate of her said will granted to the said Henry Sedley Bagnell 
must be annulled and avoided in due course of law. 

The suit was an equitable one brought by the executors and 
trustees of the testator against twenty-seven persons, being 
all the parties believed to be interested in his will or his 
estate. All ttiese persons claimed as being in one or other of 
the classes set out above. 

The case was argued during last Michaelmas Term, by 
counsel representing the various classes of defendants before 
Young C. J., Dodd J., and DesBarres J., Johnston E. J., being 
absent, and Wilkins, J. being one of the defendants. 

Smithy Q. C\ for the plaintiffs simply read the case without 
argument, stating that the plaintiffs had a right to ask the 
opinion of the Court. 

B. O. Oray for the next of kin referred to Underwood v. 
Wing, 31 Eng. Law and Eq. Rep. 293, and to the language of 
Wightman, J. in that case (p. 297) where he states that the next 
of kin as to personalty stands in the same position as the heir 
at law as to realty, and that the person claiming against him 
must make out his entire title. He also read tho following 
extract from the judgment of Lord Cranworth in the same 
case, (p. 301) : *' The real ground to proceed on is. that it 
cannot be proved which died first ; they both probably died 
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within a few seconds of each other, but which died first it 
impossible to say. That being so, what is the result? Wh^-- 
liere is a will made in which, in one state of circumstano^^i^ 
namely, if the wife died in the husband^s life time, the prop^ ^^ 
ty is given away. It is not proved that that state of circu^^^ 
stances existed, and in no olher state of circumstances is j 
given away. Then it is not given away at all. Therefor^^ /^ 
is to be taken as upon an intestacy, and must be distriba^a^/ 
among the next of kin," He also referred to Wing v, Angt^ave 
(House of Lords) 30 Law Jour. Rep. N. S. 65, and severa/ 
other cases, and contended that the whole fund, subject to the 
annuity to Elizabeth Horn, must go to the next of kin. 

McCuUy, Q. G,f for all the nieces (except Lucy Parker and 
Mary Whittey) contended that the title of the nieces to the 
whole fund did not depend on the survivorship of either 
Louisa Bj\gnell or of her children, that they (the nieces) wore 
entitled under the will even if she and her children all died at 
the same moment. The words of the testator on which the 
right of the nieces under the will defended were, should his 
said daughter Louisa, " die without leaving any lawful issue," 
and she did so die if she and her children all perished at the 
same instant. The words were not " die without issue," but 
" die without leaving issue." 

Shannon, Q. C, for Lucy Parker (since deceased) and Mary 
Whittey, referred to 1 Taylor on Evidence, 179 ; 2 Kenfs Com. 
583-585, and other authorities. 

W. A, D, Morse, appeared on behalf of the children of Mrs. 
Sturgo and Mrs. Moorsom, deceased, being the grand-children 
of Mrs. Wilkins, and contended that they were not excluded 
by the last clause of the third section of Chapter 115 of the 
Revised Statutes, second series (p. 747, third series) from 
participation in the fund. 

The Solicitor General, for H. S. Bagnell, contended that to 
adopt Mr. Gray's view would obviously entirely defeat the 
intention of the testator. He also argued that if Louisa 
Bagnell's children survived her, then H. S. Bagnell would 
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fcake tbe whole fund a^ their heir at law, but if they did not. 
snrvive her, then he was entitled to the £600 under her will. 
IFhe Courts said that time like matter was infinitely divisible. 
!It could not be imagined that all had died at precisely tbe 
same instant. There must be a surviving of one at least, for a 
second or a minute part of a second. The birth of her child- 
jcea did not take away Mrs. BagnelPs . powers of devising. 
The words " in case she have no lawtul issue" should be read 
^' in case she have no lawful issue her surviving" Even if she 
and all her children died at the same instant, then she had no 
lawful issue her surviving. 

WilkinSf Q. C, on behalf of himself and the other next of 
kin of the testator, argued that the question was not what 
was the intention of the testator. His intention was quite^ 
obvious. The question was, whether the death of his daugh- 
ter and all her children by the same catastrophe had not 
created an intestacy except as to the annuity to Mrs. Horn. 
There was no presumption whatever in such a case as to 
survivorship from the age, strength, sex, or other circumstances 
of the parties. The whole fund must go to the heirs at law. 

Cur. adv. vuU, 

The Court now (July 17) delivered judgment. 

Young, C. J., after referring at some length to the case, 
and the material portions of the will, said : — 

In the view we have taken of this case and the remarkable 
circumstances which distinguish it, we have been mainly 
guided by the recent decision of the House of Lords in Wing 
v. Angrave, 30 Law Journal Reports, 65j February, 1860, and 
the previous judgments in the same case under the pame of 
Underwood v. Wingj 19 Beavan, 459, before Sir John Romilly, 
Master of the Rolls, and 31 Eng. Law & Equity Beports, 293, 
before Lord Chancellor Cranworth, assisted by Judges Wight- 
man and Martin. 

In that case Mr. and Mrs. Underwood and their two boys 
having embarked on a voyage for Australia were shipwreckedi 
and were proved by a survivor to have been washed into the 
sea by the same wave, their daughter Catherine having sur- 
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vived for about half an hour and then also perished. Mut-n^ 
wills had been made by the husband and wife, whose efl5(i^cp 
depended on the survivorship of the one or the other, and tie 
doctrine was upheld which is succinctly and clearly stated /a 
1 Taylor on Evidence^ (3rd edition), 179 : " When two perso^g 
(and of course when two or more persons) and especiaJlj 
when two relatives perish in the same calamity, the la\7 ot 
England, whether administered in the Courts of Common Law, 
the Courts of Equity, or the Courts of Probate, recognizes no 
presumption of survivorship; but in the total absence of all 
evidence respecting the particular circumstances of the 
calamily the malter will be treated as if both sufferers had 
porislied at the same moiaent, and consequently neither of the 
parties will be held to have transmitted any rights to the 
other." Taylor adds in a note that by the Mahometan law of 
India when relatious thus perish together it is to be presumed 
that they all died at the same moment. 

This principle, however, is by no means universally re- 
ceived. The Code Civil of France and that of Louisiana, 
both of which are cited in the note to the American edition 
of 1 Toung dk CoUyer, 126, take into account the circum- 
stances of each case; and so late as the year 1842 in 5iWcJ; 
V. Booth, reported as above (but which Mr. Taylor says, can 
no longer be relied on as an authority) Vice Chancellor Bruce 
declared that by the law of England, evidence of health, 
strength, age, or other circumstances, may be given in cases 
of this nature, tending to the judicial presumption that one 
party survived the other. 

According to 2 KenVa Com ^ 435, 9th edition, the English 
law has hitherto waived the question, and perhaps prudently 
abandoned as delusive all those ingenious and refined dis- 
tinctions which have been raised on the vexed subject by 
the civilians. The latter draw their conclusions from a tre- 
mulous presumption resting on the dubious point which of the 
parties at the time, under the difference of age or sex, or of 
vigor and maturity of body, and quickness and presence of 
mind, was the most competent to baffle and retard the 
approaches of death. 

It is remarkable that neither in the 9th nor 10th edition of 
JSTen^, both published after the decision of Underwood r. Wipg^ 
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5s that case referred to, though it shows that this vexed ques- 
"tioQ is DO longer waived, as stated in the text, by the English 
law. 

As matters of judicial curiosity I have looked at all the 
earlier cases, and will cite two or three of them as affording 
us instructive or curious illustrations. 

Stoinburne puts the case of a testator and legatee being 
drowned in the same ship, or both being struck to death by 
the fall of a house, in which case, he lays it down that as they 
both died at the same time, the legacy is not due, and conse- 
quently not transmissible to the executors or administrators of 
the legatee. 

In cases of this description, says Williams on Executors, 
1084, the question of survivorship is by the law of England 
a question of evidence merely, and, in the absence of evidence, 
there is no rule or conclusion of law on the subject ; and as 
the onics of proof lies on the legatee's representatives, they 
cannot claim the legacy unless they can produce positive 
evidence that he was the survivor. 

In BrougkUm v. JBandall, Cro. Eliz. 502 which was error of 
a judgment in Wales, in dower, the title of the femme to 
recover dower was that the father and the son were joint 
tenants to them and the heirs of the son, and they were 
both hanged in one cart, but because the son, as was deposed 
hj witnesses, survived, as appeared by some tokens, viz., his 
shaking his legs, his femme thereupon demanded dower, and 
upon the issue this matter was found for the demandant. 

In re JBobert Murray, 1 Curt. 596, decided in 1837, Murray, 
bis wife and child, being below in the cabin of a vessel which 
struck the land and went to pieces, were drowned. Murray 
left a will in which he had bequeathed the whole of his pro- 
perty to his wife. The Court granted administration with the 
will annexed to the next of kin of the husband as dead, a 
widower ; there being nothing to show that the wife survived 
And the next of kin of the wife consenting. 

In SaUerthwaUe v. Powell, 1 Curt. 705, decided in 1838 and 
closely resembling the present case, Ann Armett sailed in 
1819 with Major Armett, her husband, and four children on 
a voyage from Bristol to Cork in a packet which was lost in 
the channel, and every one on board perished. Counsel for 
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the administrator of the husband insisted that where hnsband 
and wife perished by the same accident, the ordinary pre- 
sumption of law is that the husband survived, and relied od 
a dictum of Sir John NichoU, 2 Phil. 261-279. But Sir Her- 
bert Jenner said the point was settled " that the principle 
has been frequently acted on, that where a party dies pos- 
sessed of property, the right to that property passes to his 
next of kin, unless it can be shown to have passed to another 
by survivorship. Here the next of kin of the husband claims 
the property which was vested in his wife ; that claim most 
be made out, it must be shown that the husband survived. 
The property remains where it is found to be vested, unless 
there be evidence to show that it has been divested. The 
parties in this case must be presumed to have died at the 
same time, and there being nothing to show that the husband 
survived the wife, the administration must pass to her next 
of kin." 

These conflicting views would have imposed on us a deli- 
cate task, but for the governing case of Underwood v. Wing. 
There it was held that neither the will of the husband nor 
wife could prevail, and that the next of kin of the surviving 
daughter was entitled. The evidence clearly established that 
the husband and wife and their two sons were immersed 
together in the water, that they sunk at once and never 
appeared again. In this state of things the Master of the 
Rolls held it impossible to found any decision on the assump- 
tion that either was the survivor, just as no such assumption 
can possibly be entertained in the case in hand. 

When the case came up to the Court of Chancery, Mr. 
Justice Wightman observed, *' the next of kin stands as to 
personalty, in the same position as the heir at law as to 
realty ; and the person claiming against him must make out 
his entire title. In the absence of any effectual disposition 
of the beneflcial interest in the personalty, iher -next of kin 
is entitled to it, and the person seeking to dis^KHSdess him 
of it id bound to prove a perfect title and to rebut the primi 
facte title of tbe next of kin." "As to the point of sttrvivor- 
ship it was argued with great ability, and the same ciLsesUnd 
' knthorities were cited beiore us as before the 'Master of Ae 
'Soils. In the French code the rule of snrvitorship is made 
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a matter of positive regulation and enactment, varying 
according to the age and sex of persons dying in the same 
shipwreck ; but in our law it is not so. The question of 
survivorship is the subject of evidence to be produced before 
the tribunal which is to decide upon it, and which is to de- 
termine it as it determines any other fact." ** We may guess, 
or imagine, or fancy ; but the law ot England requires evi- 
dence, and we are of opinion that there is no evidence upon 
which we can give a judicial opinion that either of the four 
persons survived the other." 

So also the Lord Chancellor, " Having turned the matter 
much over in my mind," (this is so late we must observe as 
the year 1855) ** 1 am perfectly persuaded," he says, *' that 
exactly the same principle is applicable to the case of per- 
sonal as of real estate. If a person dies possessed of personal 
estate, ^Wm^ /acie the next of kin will be entitled to it; and 
their right will only be displaced by some person coming 
forward and showing a valid and effectual disposition taking 
it away from them." " As to the survivorship, the real ground 
to proceed on is that it cannot be proved whether the husband 
or wife died first : they both probably died within a few 
seconds of each other, but which died first it is impossible to 
say. That being so, what is the result? Why here is a will 
made, in which in one state of circumstances, namely, that if 
the wife died in the husband's lifetime (and vice versa) the 
property is given away. It is not proved that that state of 
circumstances existed ; and in no other state of circumstan- 
ces is it given away. Then it is not given away at all. 
Therefore it is to be taken as upon an intestacy, and must be 
distributed amongst the next of kin." 

These opinions were affirmed by Lord Campbell in the 
House of Lords, though he differed from his brethren on 
another point, as well as by Lords Wensleydale and Chelmsford. 
The latter observed that '* if Mrs. Underwood had foreseen the 
extraordinary contingency which actually occurred, no doubt 
she would have provided for it, but she had not. The House 
might speculate with great probability, if not with certainty, 
as to what the form of bequest would have been, if the pos- 
sibility of such an event as had happened had been suggested 
to the minds of Mr. and Mrs. Underwood ; bat to act on such 
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a speculation would bo to make the will speak a language 
wliich it did not speak." This last observation which ia often 
heard in Courts of Justice has a peculiar bearing on the case 
in hand. There is enough on the face of the will to show the 
testator's preference of his nieces to his other next of kin, 
and a few words added would have made that preference 
effectual in any event. But the words are not there and it 
is not for us to supply them. 

Reverting then to the three questions, which I have already 
succinctly stated, the fund, first of all, cannot be assigned to 
the father as the heir at law of the children, because such 
children were entitled as should be living at the decease of 
the daughter, and there is no proof that any of the children 
were so living, that is, that any of the children survived the 
daughter, and the daughter having been illegitimate, the title 
of her children depended entirely on the will. Neither can 
the fund, in the second place, be assigned to the nieces, or the 
representatives of the nieces, because their title depended 
on the daughter dying without leaving any lawful issue, and 
there is no proof whether she did or did not so die, that is, 
whether her children did or did not survive her. 

These positions are doubtless very subtle; they seem to 
partake more of the inflexibility and precision of mathemati- 
cal rules, than of a science which deals with the larger ques- 
tions of ethics. But still as we have seen, they are fdlly 
supported by the later decisions of the English Courts, and 
with reference thereto I may add that so recently as in the 
month of December last, the most important of them was 
recognized and acted on by Vice Chancellor Wood, in Be 
Oreen^s SetttemerU Trusts^ 13 Law Times Reports, N. S. 541. 

Lastly. The argument in support of the daughter's will 
appears to be quite untenable. She was at liberty to bequeath 
XIOOO sterling in one event, that is, in the words of the 
testator, ^' in case she have no lawful issue.^' 

It was contended that her having issne which might die in 
an hour could not take away her power of devising. Why 
not? The birth of a lawful child ip^ facto created new 
rights and interests. The immediate death of that child, or 
the still more extraordinary event which happened| were not 
in the contemplation of the testator, and he gave the power oi 
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devising to his daughter with a limitation which put an end 
to the power the moment she had issue. If again, as was 
contended, the words are to be read : " in case she have no 
lawful issue her surviving," words which we have no right to 
add, then there is no proof of survivorship as between her 
issue and her. 

Hard as it seems then, I do not see how it is possible for 
us to sustain this will, or to award either the ^400 to the 
mother, or the £600 to the husband of the deceased. 

I think, therefore, that the fund must be distributed among 
the next of kin of the testator, subject to the payment of 
Mrs. Horn's annuity of X80 sterling. Eight of the defendants,, 
viz., Stephen Binney, Edward Binney, Richard Binney, Charles 
"W. Parker, in right of his mother, Mary Whittey, and her hus- 
band, Irvine Smith Whittey, in her right, John Creighton,Lucy 
Kearney, and Jane Haj'-s, will thus be entitled to eight-twelfths-^ 
or two-thirds of the fund in the proportions to be hereafter 
determined. As respects the other four-twelfths claimed by 
the four surviving children of Mrs. Wilkins, a question remains 
which was scarcely spoken of at the argument but which 
demands mature consideration. Eight of the defendants are 
children of two of the deceased daughters, that is, they were 
grand-children of Mrs. Wilkins, and had Mrs. Wilkins pre- 
deceased the testator they would have been excluded by the 
Statute as collaterals " after" or beyond the degree of " bro- 
thers' and sisters' children." This would seem to have been 
the only or at least the main view contemplated by the case ; 
but the case sets out that Mrs. Wilkins did, though the 
brother and the other sister did not survive the testator, but 
died before Mrs. Bagnell and her children. Had Mrs. Wilkins 
then any interest at the time of her death ? A vested inter- 
est in the usual sense of the term she had nut. But had she 
a contingent interest to which the Statute of Distributions 
would apply ? In other words is the intestacy of Colonel 
Creighton to be computed from the time of his own death, or 
from the time of the death of Mrs. Bagnell and her children ? 

In the former case one-third of the fund had vested in Mrs. 
Wilkins, subject to the contingency that has happened, and 
descends in equal sixth parts to her four surviving children 
and the representatives respectively of her two deceased 

19 
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daughters. In the latter case the representatives of these 
two daughters are excluded. 

Now on looking at the cases, none of which have been cited, 
and especially at a recent decision of the House of Lords, we 
tliink that we would not be justified in forming any opinion 
on, or in deciding the rights of these parties and especially of 
the absent defendants, until they shall have been beard by 
counsel ; and, therefore, we direct that upon this point the case 
dhall be re-argued, and, as both trustees are deceased and time 
is of consequence, my two learned brethren and myself will 
give every facility for a re-argument at an early day during 
the present Term. 

DesBabbes, J.* In considering this case we must be 
governed by the principle laid down in Underwood v. JFinj, 
31 Eng. L. & E. R. 297, that there is not in the English law any 
presumption from age, sex, or other circumstances, as to the 
survivorship of one out of several persons who are destroyed 
by the same calamity ; there must be proof of the fact, and 
the onics prohandi lies on the party who asserts the affirma- 
tive. 

Now the proof which the nieces of the testator and their 
representatives are required to produce, to entitle them to 
take the trust property under the will of Joseph Creighton 
is that Louisa Bagnell died without leaving issue, and that 
involves the necessity of showing that all the three children 
died before the mother, in other words that she, for some short 
period, however short, survived her children when the ship 
on board of which she and they had embarked foundered at 
sea. It is probable that they all perished within a short 
time of each other, and it may be that the mother lived a few 
moments longer than her children, but as that fact cannot be 
proved, no human being out of all the persons who were oa 
board of that ill-fated ship being known to have survived, 
it is clear that according to the principle laid down ia 
Underwood v. Wingj the claims set up by the nieces and the 
^representatives of the nieces to the trust property under the 
will cannot for want of such proof be sustained. * If then 

-*DoDD, J., alM> delivered a written opiDioo, oomoarriiig with ttiftt of hli kcd* 
^«Aip the Cliief Justice, bat it has onhappilj been mJihdd. 
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the nieces as a class of claimants cannot establish their right 
to the trust property under the will of Joseph Creighton, the 
next question is whether the claim of Henry S. Bagnell as 
heir to his children rests on any surer or better foundation. 
It lies on him to show that the children or some one of them 
survived their mother, and, as that fact is under the circum- 
stances utterly incapable of proof, it follows that his claim as 
heir to his children like that of the nieces must for that 
reason also fail, nor can the devise to him by his wife of <£600 
sterling from and out of the trust property take effect, since 
there can be no doubt that having had children, she had no 
power or authority under the will of Joseph Creighton to 
make such a devise. That devise, then, as well as the devise 
to Elizabeth Horn of £400 sterling out of the trust money 
can have no legal operation, and both, as it appears to me, 
must on that ground be rejected. Seeing that neither the 
claims of the nieces to the trust property as devisees under 
the will of Joseph Creighton, nor the claim of Henry S. Bag- 
nell thereto as heir to his children, nor his claim or that of 
Elizabeth Horn as to the sums bequeathed to them respec- 
tively therefrom by Louisa Bagnell can prevail, it remains to 
inquire to whom this trust property legally belongs and in 
what manner it is to be appropriated and applied. It was 
contended at the argument on the part of the next of kin 
that under the circumstances of this case, Joseph Creighton, 
as to the principal or trust money remaining in the hands of 
the plaintiffs up to the event of Louisa BagnelPs death must 
be presumed in law to have died intestate, and that dying 
intestate his next of kin became entitled thereto. That 
position is supported by the case of Underwood v, Wing^ 
in which the Lord Chancellor said that " where a person dies 
seized in fee of real estate prima facie his heir at law is to 
succeed, and he can only be deprived of his right to succeed 
to it by some devisee coming forward, showing that a valid 
will was made, valid in point of form and effectual in point of 
substance in displacing his rights. If that is not shown the 
heir at law is entitled." " The same principle (he added) is ap- 
plicable to the case of personal estate. If a person dies posses- 
sed of personal estate, prima fade the next of kin will be 
entitled to it ; and their right will only be displaced by some 
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person comiug forward and showing a valid and effectual dis- 
position taking it away from them.'* In the present case 
although there is a will, valid it is true in point of form, yet as 
the devisee, Louisa Bagnell, and her children are all dead, and 
the nieces cannot take the trust property under it as devisees 
after her death, in consequence of their inability to prove that 
she survived her children, there is consequently no effectual 
disposition of the property displacing the rights of the next 
of kin; and, therefore, the testator, Joseph Creighton, must be 
considered as having died intestate as to all his undisposed of 
property ; and I agree that the next of kin to the testator are 
the parties who are entitled to take that trust property subject 
to the annuity to Elizabeth Horn for her natural life, but 
whether those who were the next of kin at tho time of the 
death of Louisa Bagnell, or those who wore the next of kin at 
the time of the death of the testator, are the persons who are 
legally entitled to take the said trust funds is a question upon 
which I am not at present prepared to give any opinion. 
Oar attention was not directed to that point at the argnment, 
and as it is one that ought to be well considered, I concur with 
the learned Chief Justice and my brother Dodd, that there 
ought to be a re-argument upon that point. 

Order accordingly,* 

Attorney for plaintiffs, Smith, Q. C. 

Attorney for Hon. L. M. Wilkins, M. L Wilkins, and 0. T. 
Wilkins, Wilkins, Q. (J. 

Attorney for T. Maynard and wife, McOtdly, Q. O. 

Attorney for S. Binney, R. Binney, C. W. Parker, I. S. 
Whittey and wife. Shannon, Q. 0. 

Attorney for E. Binney, B. O. Chray. 

Attorney for Lucy Kearney, James. 

Attorney for H. S. Bagnell, Solicitor Oeneral. 

Attorney for grandchildren of Mrs. Wilkins and parties 
claiming through them, W. A. D. Morse. 

John Creighton, Q. C, appeared in person, 

, ■■_ — * 

•Johnston, B. J. was absent from the Court at the time of the aigmnent is 
joODieqaence of having been orifi^nallj retained in the cause. 
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I'RKliMAN AND Othj]us v. ALLEN. 

July 17, 1866. 

Here pi-ioi' posoession is safiicieat to maintain ejectment against a wrong doer. 

Snob pn^boasion, iiowever, must be clear and uneqaivocal. 

Sncli possession uiie: be opcn« notorions, exdostve, and well dclSaod, and interfered 

itii bj^ iic'fendant, by force or frand. Per Wilkins, d, 

'rfiojc ui*i. boiDj; ftvideuco of such possession on the part of the plainti£&, or him 

4<:ci w!iou» iiicj cLiiLacd, (ine mere 'xmuiug of two side lines, ike removal of 

fckjco 'ioi'.uil Jio land wbicb was wild and nncaltivnted, Ihe nse of a way 
yet U for e vsovr- patu by a Diird )|iar^y with the permission of the plaintifls' 
}v.*<ior, y;id a cori'uxtoas claim of iitle bolng held not to be sniBoient), and they 
ivbi;, fulUd to prove a o(ii;jr*?entary <itle, tbe Coml, the case Having lieen twice 
tec. vbiib tbe same i>'Sblt, ^ofuacd to set aside a second verdict for tbe defendant, 
ous*t Ue s^ioweti jio title wbalcver, — Dodd, J., dissenting. 

Smitii ▼. McJCen:^i€, James' Kep. ri8, affirmed. 

i^'j^CTMEM' /nr l;\ncfs i»» C^ueeir'fi ('oant}^ tried befuro Des- 
Jiirn:-, .>., •' Livovj'DoI in Mny, Hi 05. and verdict for defoii- 

A •••ilj ;»iV 'iciviii^ iL'Ci. 0'.M.»ii.e«i lo set the verdict aside, 
i:- Wii,r> ui.'^'ied hi MicIiiolmr%H Tei»Ti last by the Solicitor General 
or ilio pU i.hi/i\, rj)d Siriu'hf Cf. C. for the defendant. 

All 'iirt •!< '.i.^' 'j^ iv\:i^: iV'O •rMifficieiitly set out in the judg- 
Qonts. 

The.lacl,i^uri of-iiig d«v''l»^.d in opinion now delivered judg- 
fieiii. seriatim. 

Yoo::c, C. J. Thi^ fjectment was brought for a small piece 
f land ttl.'ont an acre in extent occupied by the defendant 
inco the year 1859, being a part of what is known as the Gore 
Dt at Liverpool. The plaintiffs claim title, first of all, under 

deed to the late Joseph Freeman, dated in 1815, of a five 
ore lot, described as laid out at the end of the Gore and 
oiinded Easterly by the common, and my brother DosBarres 
rho tried the cause in May, 1865, left it to the jury to say, 
rhether the land in dispute formed a part of tha^ lot. If it 
id th^ plaintiffs of course were entitled to a verdict, but the 
ary found for the defendant, as the jury had found on a 
Drraer trial, and on this head I think there is abundant evi- 
lence to justify the finding. The stone wall which was recog- 
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nised as the Eastern bonndary of the five acre lot, and from 
which the old fence ran across the Gore to Waterloo street, 
independently of Colonel Freeman's admissions, clearly defiDes 
the extent of that lot as originally conveyed and nnderstood. 
This reduces the plaintiff's claim to a question of prior pos- 
session which was also loft to the jury, and on which the 
argument indeed mainly turned. 

It was questioned how far a mere prior possession unsus- 
tained by title, and if any, what kind of possession would 
enable a party to recover in ejectment, and I have accordingly 
looked into the cases upon these points. 

The right to maintain ejectment upon prior possession,— 
though it made its way slowly and was accepted with some 
reluctance in the Courts, may be now regarded as settled. In 
1 Chiity on Pleading, 218, Boscoe on Real Actions^ 488, 
Adams on Ejectment^ 31, and the note to 2 Saunders, 111, it is 
spoken of as doubtful. *' It has been thought," says Roscoe, 
" that mere priority of possession is a sufficient title in eject- 
ment" and he cites the case of -Doe e, d. Crisp v. ^Barber, 2 T. 
R. 749, in which the doctrine seems directly overruled. Of 
the two old cases which are usually cited in support of it, 
Allen v. Rivington in 2 Saunders, and Bateman v. AUan, Cro. 
Eliz. 437, counsel remarked arguendo in 10 Johns. 346, that in 
both cases the defendant entered on the prior possessors and 
ousted them. But the doctrine nowa-days does not depend 
on a forcible or actual ouster. A simple taking possession— 
a peaceful entry on a prior possessor who claimed and held tlio 
land as his own, will enable him to maintain ejectment. As 
against a defendant who has no title and is therefore a wrong 
doer by the very fact of entry, such prior possession is prim 
facie evidence of title, and no other interest appearing in 
proof, Mr. Justice Patteson in 13 Q, B. 953, regards it as evi- 
dence of seisin in fee. Many of the cases are founded on this 
presumption, but the principle extends to cases where the 
plaintiff has merely a possessory right as tenant of the locus, 
the fee residing in another. In Doe e. d. Hughes v. DyebdB,^ 
Moo. & Mai. 346, the plaintiff proved a lease to him of the 
house and a year's possession, and, the defendant having fo^ 
cibly taken possession, the plaintiff had a verdict. In this case 
there was no fee in the plaintiff but only possession for a year, 
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as there was also in a very recent case which I shall presently 
cite. There was also a forcible taking possession, but where 
can the difference be though the prior possession were only 
for a month, if it be the sort of possession that gives the 
right : and where also the difference, whether the defendant 
enters peacefully or forcibly, if he enters on a possession 
ivhich he has no right to disturb. The cases, as it appears to 
316, are not so clear on these points as one would hava 
expected, and turn upon distinctions which do not at all affect 
;he main principle. 

In Jackson v. Hazen, 2 Johns. 22, the plaintiff had a peace- 
ible possession of three years which was held enough as against 
k wrong doer. The Court said : " Had the defendant come 
nto possession of the premises peaceably, a question would 
;ben have been presented whether the plaintiff was not bound 
;o show a possession for twenty years, but the case did not 
;urn upon that point, for the defendant must be considered 
18 a trespasser. Here the doctrine is stated somewhat 
obscurely as if it rested on the actual or presumptive owner- 
ship in fee, and the same remark may be applied to the case of 
Doe e, d. Carter v. Barnard, 13 Q. B. 945. 

It is stated more vividly, and as I think more accurately, in 
Smith V. Lorillardf 10 Johns. 338 where it was held that a- 
prior possession under a claim of right, and not voluntarily 
abandoned, would prevail over a subsequent possession of less 
than 20 years. But the rule was laid down with the qualifi-^ 
cation that no other evidence of title appeared on either side^ 
that is, that the evidence did not show a right of possession, 
or title, as in some of the cases, out of the plaintiff, and that 
the subsequent possession of the defendant was acquired by- 
mere entry without any lawful right. 

The recent case I have spoken of was an action of eject-^^ 
ment decided in the Queen's Bench, Aaher v. Whitlock, 13 L. 
T. Rep. N. S. 254, (S. C. 1 Law Reports Q. B. 1) where Cock^ 
burn, G. J., said : '^It is contended that possession once acquired 
as against the rightful owner (that is by a wrong doer) does^ 
not operate to keep out other wrong doers. That seems ta 
me to be a very dangerous proposition. It certainly appeara 
to me that possession is a good title against all the world^ 
except against the rightful owner. The cases show that evea 
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the posaession of a year by a party is a good title as. against 
one who expels him. Suppose the case of a person, who, 
finding the door of a house open, and the occupier tempo- 
rarily absent, goes in and claims to retain possession, on the 
ground that the occupation of the possessor is wrongful with 
reference to some third party, could it be said that an action 
could not be maintained ? The whole law of disseisin is 
founded on the right of every one, except the rightful owner^ 
to retain possession.'* 

Tliis is the latest deoisior* and lays down an iiriellii>ible and 
a sound principle, though, a?^ I have alread}/ st^ited, a posses 
sion of shorter duration must h'lve the same eflFect. 

One of the e^quatters in our woods without pretence of title 
cuts down the trees on an acre of Crown land — he expends a 
month's labour in burning and planting it — he takes actual 
though unlawful possession — and a week after, another squat- 
ter, having as little title,enters on the land and disturbs the first 
possession. The first possessor under these circumstances 
could maintain trespass against the second, and why not also 
ejectment, which is only a possessory action in another form? 

The possession, however, must be capable of clear and dis- 
tinct proof, visible to the senses, so defined and marked that 
it cannot be mistaken. The possession being the very gist of 
the enquiry, a plaintiff relying on it must of course unequivo- 
cally show it. It must not be forgotten that he is seeking to 
change the possession, and asking the aid of a Court and jury 
to turn the defendant out. The onua therefore lies upon him. 

On this point I have fallen in with no English case. It arose 
in the American case of Jackson e. d. Ludlow v. Myers^ S 
Johns. 388. There the Ludlows had paid taxes on the loc\j»^ 
and included it in deeds of partition among themselves. One 
farmer who occupied the premises acknowledged their title, 
he then quitted the possession, and from that time till the 
'entry of the defendant the premises were left vacant and 
uninclosed. But Kent, G. J., said that these facts, though 
'they included payment of taxes and partitions, were not 
evidence of actual possession, though they may have been of 
a claim of title, and the claim was defeated. The sort of 
possession that is enough to satisfy the rule was also enquired 
dntoin our own Court in Leasee df Smith v. McKenziCf James' 
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Rep. 228, where the jury found in favor of a prior possession? 
by the plaintiffs, and their father under whom they claimed. 
ind the majority of the Court refused to disturb the verdict. 
tfr. Justice DesBarres, who tried the case, said, (p. 233.)^ ** It 
8 enough that the father had such a possession as warranted 
he jury to presume a title in him as against the defendant 
Kvbo showed no title." 

In the present case the jury have found a second verdict 
igainst the possession of the plaintiffs, though the charge- was 
n their favor, and, on the whole evidence, I think the jury 
ivere in the right; at all events there is no sucji preponderance 
>f evidence as could justify us in setting the verdict aside. 
Mere claim of title as we have seen is not enough, and I 
ook in vain in this case for any actual possession. The run- 
:iing of lines by a surveyor will not do. Two side lines only 
were run on the first survey, and even admitting that these 
lines, with Waterloo street as the base, described the whole of 
the Gore, "the south line was not blazed," and the witness says, 
^' We marked a stone at the road and that was all we did." 
The second survey was in 1860, after the defendant had gone 
upon the land as part of the common. Till theii the locus bad 
never been fenced except when McLeod went in and aban- 
doned it at Mr. Freeman's request. It had never been culti- 
vated but lay waste for 40 years up to the time the defendant 
took possession. The only act of ownership of any avail was 
the use of the cow path by permission of Freeman. But this 
and the other circumstances in proof fall far short in ray 
opinion of what the law requires to found a possessory right 
in ejectment, and, therefore, I think that the rule for a n.ew 
trial should be discharged. 

• 

DoDD, J. I regret that I differ from the majority of the 
Court. I agreed with them in the former judgments given 
in this same case, and I do not think that the facts proved 
on the second trial vary the position. I think that there was a 
sufficient prior possession in the plaintiffs to enable them to 
maintain ejectment against mere trespassers, and such the 
defendant was. 

DesBabbes, J. The present action of ejectment was 
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bronght in the name of Snow P. Freeman, who died while 
it was pending, and it has since his death been prosecuted 
by the plaintiffs as his legal representatives. They claim 
title to the land in dispute first of all under the will of Snow P. 
Freeman, who derived his title from the will of his father, Joseph 
Freeman, to whom one Benajah Collins executed a deed as 
far back as 8th July, 1815, of a five acre lot, comprehending, 
as the plaintiffs allege, the land in dispute: and, secondly, 
the plaintiffs claim to have a possessory as well as a documen- 
tary title to the land. The action has been twice tried, and 
on both occasions there has been a verdict for the defendant. 

Looking at the evidence produced on the last trial, to which 
alone our attention must be directed, I am of opinion that 
the plaintiffs have failed to establish a documentary title to 
the land in dispute, and that if they are entitled to recover 
at all, it must bo on the ground of a prior possession either 
in Snow P. Freeman, or his father, Joseph Freeman, to tha%^ 
of the defendant. The deed from Benajah Collins to Joseplx 
Freeman describes the land thereby conveyed as being par^ 
of a five acre lot formerly the property of Prince Snow, and 
laid out to him at the end of the Gore of land lying between 
the fish lots and the thirty acre lot No. 2, in Block B. 

It is contended on the part of the plaintiffs that this lot 
of land extends to the shore of the harbor of Liverpool, and 
that it contains eight acres, that is three acres more than 
the deed represents it to contain, and for the defendant it 
is insisted that this lot of land contains no more than five 
acres, and extends no further to the Eastward or towards the 
shore than a line running North from the line of a stone wall 
erected at some distance from the shore on the North-East line 
of lot No. 2, to Waterloo street, and that the end of the Gore 
lot claimed by the plaintiffs under the deed made by Benajali 
Collins to Joseph Freeman is at that line. 

Now, if that is indeed the true North East line of the lot, 
it necessarily follows that the land in possession of the defen* 
dant consisting of one acre, which is proved to be to the East 
of that line, and between it and the shore, forms no part of 
the five acre lot conveyed by Benajah Collins to Joseph Free* 
man. On this point the evidence of Jabez Snow, a witness 
on the part of the defendant, who was not examined on the 
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former trial, is very important, inasmuch as it shows, as I 
think conclusively, that the line running North from the stone 
wall to Waterloo street is in fact the true North East line of 
the five acre lot, and that the land in possession of the defen- 
dant is outside of that lot. He states that the land in dispute 
was wild and uncultivated when he first knew it, and that it 
remained waste for 40 years before the defendant took posses- 
sion of it, that he always considered it to be part of the 
oommon, that he calls the end of the Gore lot at a line running 
From the line of stone wall to the East of No. 2 to Waterloo 
street, from the fact that Joseph Freeman, the then owner, 
"vranted to hire to him the five acre lot, called the Gore, 
"between thirty and thirty-seven years ago, and then pointed 
out to him the line running from the stone wall to Waterloo 
Street, as the boundary of his five acre lot, that there was at 
that time part of a fence running across the Gore lot to 
Waterloo street, the marks of which he has seen every year 
since that. 

The testimony of this witness as to the existence of the 
fence, pointed out by Joseph Freeman as the boundary of his 
five acre lot, is corroborated by Whitman Freeman, a witness 
produced on the part of the plaintiff's, who states that,*'the fence 
which Joseph Freeman erected on the North-East line of the 
Gore, was a continuation of the line of stone wall, made 40 
years ago as the North-East line of No. 2." And it appears 
from the testimony of John Carey, a witness for the defendant 
who hired the five acre lot from Snow P. Freeman for four or 
five years, that he, as well as his father, recognized the 
remains of the old fence, some of the posts of which were 
then standing, running from the stone wall erected across No. 
2 to Waterloo street, as the boundary of the five acre lot, and 
that he directed Carey to follow the posts as the boundary of 
the lot in making the fence. 

With such evidence as this before them, it cannot be 
matter of astonishment that the plaintiffs failed to satisfy 
the minds of the jury that they had a documentary title to the 
land in dispute, and having so failed, the next question is 
whether they have produced sufficient evidence of a posses- 
sory title therein to entitle them to recover in the present 
action. 
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On this point the evidence, as it appears to me, is by no 
means satisfactory, for there is no evidence to show that either 
Joseph Freeman, or Snow P. Freeman, his son, ever had any 
actual possession of the land to the Eastward of the fence 
running from the stone wall to Waterloo street, unless indeed 
the user of that portion of it now in possession of the defen- 
dant by John Campbell, by the license of Snow P. Freeman, 
for a cowpath can be considered as being a possession in 
Snow P. Freeman, affording prima facie evidence of title 
sufficient to sustain an action of ejectment. It is true 
Campbell proves that Joseph Freeman always claimed the 
Gore lot to the shore, but merely claiming a right to the land 
to which he had no legal title was not an act that can of itself 
be regarded as an actual possession of the land, and that is all 
that either Joseph Freeman, or his son Snow P. Freeman, 
appear ever to have done. It was therefore a mere assertion 
from time to time of a right to possess, but it was not an 
actual possession of the land, such as I think it was incumbent 
on the plaintiffs to show in order to maintain ejectment against 
a party entering into and holding possession against all per- 
sons not having a better title than himself. 

In presenting this case to the jury, I told them that I 
thought the user by Campbell by permission of Snow P. 
Freeman of a right of way or cow- path through the land in 
dispute, before the defendant's entry upon it, was evidence of 
a prior possession in Freeman which entitled the plaintiffs to 
a verdict to the extent of the land so used ; but, I think on 
reflection that so equivocal a possession as that can hardly be 
looked upon as evidence of title sufficient to warrant si 
recovery in ejectment. 

In Jackson e. d. Ludlow v. Myers, 3 Johns. 388, it was held 
by Kent, C. J., that where the plaintiff in ejectment claims 
to recover on the ground of prior possession, that possession 
must be clearly and unequivocally proved, and that the pay- 
ment of taxes and the execution of partition deeds were not 
evidence of an actual possession, though they might show a 
claim of right. The running by Moore, the surveyor, of the 
South line of the Gore lot, which is the line of division be- 
tween it and No. 2, at the instance of Joseph Freeman 
between 1815 and 1818 ; — the running of the same line and 
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also the North line of the same lot at the instance of 
Snow P. Freeman in 1860, and the removal by the command 
of Snow P. Freeman of the fence erected by McLeod aroand 
the land in dispute, and the user of the cow-path by Campbell 
are the principal acts upon which the possessory title set up 
by the plaintiflF is supported. 

Now to hold that the running of the South line of the Gore 
lot in 1815 gave Joseph Freeman an actual possession of, or 
any right to possess the land to the North of that line now 
held by the defendant is a position to which I cannot give my 
assent ; nor do I think the running of the same line and also 
the North line by Snow P. Freeman in 1860 at all strength- 
ens the plaintiflFs' case, for the defendant was at that time in 
possession of the land, and therefore that survey could give 
the plaintiffs no prior right to it. It is according to my view 
very doubtful whether the acts of ownership exercised either 
by Joseph Freeman or his son Snow P. Freeman were suflBci- 
ent to establish a possessory title in the plaintiffs, and it 
is evident they were not considered by the jury suflBcient to 
satisfy their minds in that respect. That both Joseph Freeman 
and Snow P. Freeman, his son, claimed the land in dispute as 
well as all the rest of the land extending from the stone wall 
line on the North-East boundary of the five acre lot to the 
shore cannot be denied, but it appears to have been a mere 
claim or assertion of right unsupported by any actual or 
visible possession, and that I think is not enough to entitle 
the plaintiffs to recover on the ground of prior possession. 
The land in dispute, so far as the knowledge of the witnesses 
extends, who speak of a period of forty years and upwards, 
has never been occupied in point of fact, either by Joseph 
Freeman or Snow P. Freeman ; it does not belong either to the 
plaintiffs or the defendant, and as the evidence of prior 
possession adduced on the part of the plaintiffs is of a very 
nncertain and unsatisfactory character, and the cause has 
been twice tried with the same result, I think that under all 
these circumstances the verdict ought not to be disturbed. 

WiLKiNS, J. The evidence for the defendant which we must 
assume the jury believed, is decisive, in connection with the 
description in the deed from Collins to Freeman, to show that 
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the real boundary by which the Jive acre lot has always loeen 
held to be bounded towards tlie North East, or towards the 
harbor, id the fence in continuation of the line of the stood 
wall separating No. 2 from the common laud. The description 
speaks of the lot as bounded North Easterly by the common 
land; by which it would not be bounded, (but on the contrary, 
by the shore of the harbor), if that shore were the North 
Eastern boundary of the lot as conveyed, and as is contended 
by plaintiflFs. Whitman Freeman, indeed, plaintiffs' own wit- 
ness, says expressly, " The fence which Mr. Freeman erected, 
as the North East line of the Gore lot, was a continuation 
of the line of the stone wall made 40 years ago as the North 
East line of lot No. 2." The question, then, is not " whether 
the plaintiffs can sustain their ejectment for the land in the 
defendant's possession, which lies on the ^ North and East of 
the stone line continuation fence, on the ground that the 
plaintiffs and their ancestor had prior possession of the land 
in contention as connected with the title deed in evidence, under 
which prior possession had been taken in good faith,"— but 
the question is, '' can the plaintiffs sustain this action against 
the defendant (who has no title appearing from the evidence, 
but who, being in possession, must, in the absence of some 
evidence of title in the plaintiff, be presumed to own the 
land) — on the mere ground of prior possession in the plain, 
tiffs unconnected with any title shown by themJ^ 

I apprehend that, on the clearest principles of law, the cir- 
cumstances of this case are not such as to warrant the appli- 
cation to them of the doctrine '' that prior possession is under 
certain circumstances sufficient to maintain ejectment." It 
is sufficient where the plaintiff has had open, notoriotis, exclvr 
sivCf and well defined possession of land, and, being so posses- 
sed, the defendant has entered on him and deprived him of 
such possession by force or fraud. Now, here, this defendant 
entered on the visible possession of nobody, when he took 
possession of the hcus in dispute. He does not appear to 
have practised force or fraud. The acts of plaintiffs or those 
under whom they claim, from which a prior possession ia 
either of them could be inferred, if inferrible at all| may be 
summed up thus: — Plaintiffs' devisor, — old Mr. Freeman— 
upwards of forty years before the trial, caused one line, the 
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3oatliern line, to be ran to the shore; and that was done to 
tscertain the division line between the lot, of which unques- 
tionably he then owned a part, and the adjoining lot. In 1860, 
ivben defendant's occupation of the lot in dispute was enclosed 
by a fence, the late Snow P. Freeman ran the South line, and 
measured the North line, both from the shore. The same gen- 
tleman, about 13 or 14 years before the trial, caused a fence 
to be removed that a witness had placed on the land that 
enclosed the land in contention. The land so enclosed was 
nncultivated. About 15 years before the trial the late Snow 
P. Freeman gave another witness — Mr. Campbell — permission 
to pass and repass over the wild, uncultivated, and unfenced 
land in dispute. The only user proved of this privilege was 
driving cows, to and fro, across the land. I have never met 
with an authority that would support a position that such a 
prior possession as this is sufficient to enable a plaintiff in 
ejectment to call on the defendant to show his title. 

Whilst reviewing the circumstances of this case, I have 
not been unmindful of the fact that Waterloo street has long 
subtended not only the land in dispute but the 5 acre lot 
also ; but there is no evidence of any fence having existed 
along the line of that street in part enclosing the land. Had 
such been the fact, I should have been prepared to adopt a 
different conclusion from that to which I have arrived on the 
question before us ; for, in that state of facts, it would have 
appeared that the defendant entered on a piece of land of 
which the plaintiffs were visibly in possession as shown by an 

actual enclosure. 

Bute discharged. 
Attorney for plaintiff, C. Morse, 

Attorney for defendant, H. W. Smith. 



SMITH AND Another v. SMITH and Another. 

Jtay 17, 1866. 

As a general prinoiple, a sheriff (like an aootioneer or attomej or any other 
person holding a Adneiary eharaoter) is incapable of purchasing property sold 
under execution by himself, or under his anthority'or direction, and such purchase 
is absolutely Toid. 
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Tho transaotioD, howerer, io this ease, being a fkir one, (the sheriff, altl^^Q^.. 
he purchased the land of the execution debtor through a third party at hi^a ^^ 
sale ander exeontiou, having boaght the judgment from the execution cr^^/f^^ 
and having paid him in full therefor, and no offer being shown by the defe-SKf^i,^ 
to repBy the shciiff the amount so paid) the Couit upheld the sale, and set smdei 
in an action of ejectment by the sheriff to recover the land, a verdict in /^^f 
of the defendants who claimed under the execution debtor. 

Where au objection to secondary evidence of a deed is either not taken or 
waived at the trial, it cannot be taken afterwards; and in such a case the nega- 
laiity of notices to produce and matters of the like kind is always presumed. 

A sale of lands under a second or later judgment is valid, although there 19 
a prior oatstandiog recorded judgment, and passes the title of the defendant enb> 
Jeot to prior registered incumbrances. 

EjECi'MENT for lands in Inverness. There was a plea of 
tenancy in common, but on the trial the defendants defended 
for the whole of the lot claimed. 

At the trial before Young, C. J., at Port Hood, in June, 
1864, it appeared that the principal question in the case was 
the fact alleged on behalf of the plaintiflR*, and denied by the 
defendants, of a deed of the locus having been \nado in 1846, 
by Angus Smith to his son Peter, under whom the defendant 
Christy, as his wife or widow, and the other defendant Alex- 
ander his son, for himself and the other children, occupy and 
claim tho land. The deed itself could not be found and it had 
not been recorded. The circumstances under which it was 
prepared were detailed with the utmost particularity by a 
witness, whose integrity it appeared was not impugned. He 
said, " I went to the house and saw the old man. He was 
sick, and told me he wanted to divide the property, being the 
homestead, between his sons. I took a memorandum of what 
he desired to be done, and took it home with his Grown lease. 
A day was then fixed that all the sons and daughters might be 
present. I prepared two deeds, one to Angus and one to 
Peter. I explained the papers fully to the old man in Gaelic, 
and he executed the two deeds and a bill of sale. All the 
papers were delivered to the several parties. I witnessed all 
tho papers with another witness to each paper. All the sons 
and daughters that were living, and all the sons-in-law were 
present. The old man died two or three months afler. I 
never saw him after." It also appeared that the deed to 
Angus was found upon record, and that the defendants live 
upon the half of the homestead so conveyed. None of tiio 
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ions or daughters, or of the sops ia-law were called on the 
;rial. 

The real plaintiff in the suit was MjT.. Lawrence, the sheriff 
>f Inverness, David Smith, the other plaintiff, being his son- 
n-lavv, and having taken a cdnveyance merely fpr his benefit. 
This was admitted by the sheriff at the. trial. Xbo circum- 
atances under which the sheriff became connected with the 
property were as follows. Peter Smith, the husband of the 
Dne defendant, and father of the other, having become embar- 
rassed in his circumstances, three judgments were entered 
against him, the first by Bonald McLellan, the second by 
Alexander Campbell, and the third by Neil McLean. A sale 
was had in due course under executions on the second and 
third of these judgments, when Neil McLean, plaintiff in the 
third suit, bade in for himself, and the sheriff at his request 
conveyed the land to Alexander Rankine for the consideration 
money of <£120. Up to this^ time the sheriff had no interest 
whatever in the land, but Kankine, having also become embar- 
rassed, was taken in execution and escaped without any fault 
on the part of the sheriff, whereupon he was threatened with 
an action by the execution creditor and uncertain of his 
liabilities paid the amount, Eankine at the same time conveying 
to him the Smith farm for his indemnification. McLellan's first 
judgment, however, standing out, Lawrence to protect himself 
obtained an aesignment of the judgment from McLellan for 
£25, 21st Jan. 1862, An execution was thereupon issued 31st 
January, and delivered to the sheriff 3rd February, 1862, on 
which a sale was had. Angus McDonald bade in the property 
for David Smith, at the sheriff^s" request, and the deed was 
made to Smith. The sheriff in his evidence said, " I had an 
understanding with David Smith about the lot. I had an 
interest in the land. I had a deed of it before, and asked 
David Smith to bid it in. He is only a nominal party, but he 
stands the owner on record. I was obliged to buy it in to 
protect myself.'' 

The learned Chief Justice, in his charge to the J'ury, stated 
that, although he was inclined, in any case where a sheriff had 
bought without the permission or against the interest of the 
execution creditor, to uphold the doctrine that a sheriff could 
not purchase and hold land directly or indirectly which he 

20 
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was selling as a public officer under execution, that the doc- 
trine did not apply in this case, as the creditor, who had sued 
out the execution, had assigned his judgment to the sheriff 
accepting £25 in full. His lordship also stated in substance 
that as the sheriflF was not a volunteer in the matter, and had 
acted in perfect good faith throughout, he did not consider 
there was any thing either morally or legally wrong in his 
proceedings. This view, if correct, his lordship added, 
reduced the defence to an inquiry into the fact of a deed hav- 
ing passed from Angus the father to his son Peter, and the 
alleged insufficiency of the secondary proof thereof. His 
lordship considered! this deed sufficiently proved, and told the 
jury so. 

The jury, however, after being out for two hours, found a 
verdict for the defendants. 

A rule nisi having been granted to set the verdict aside, it 
was argued during last Michaelmas Term. 

Blanchardf Q. C, in support of the rule. The jury have 
undertaken to disbelieve uncontradicted testimony with regard 
to the deed from old Angus to his son Peter, and their ver- 
dict is therefore perverse. The secondary evidence of the 
deed was sufficient and was rightfully received. T^Q.B. 642; 
Starkie on Evidence,^ 496 ; SAdkRiG-, 7 Exch. 639 ; 6 C.i 
F. 206 ; 3 ScotVa K R., 577. Whether or not the objection 
should have been taken at the trial. 8 Ad. & Ell. 314 ; 7 J/. 
& O. 481. 

Attorney General contri. The credibility of the witnesses 
was a question for the jury. They had a right to disbelieve 
McLeod. He was reckless and interested. A doubt was 
cast upon his testimony. He was a judgment creditor of 
Peter. 

The sheriflF being the seller cannot be the buyer. His 
title is under a subsequent judgment, and his levy, therefore, 
bad. Rev. Statutes, ch. 115, sec. 5. Sugden on Estates^ 189. 
McLean could not transfer his right as purchaseir to Bankine. 
Bankine could not convey to Lawrence because the defen- 
dants were in adverse possession. 

Notice to produce the deed to Peter was not given to 
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Christy;. She appeared and pleaded in person. The notice 
served was to the attorney of Alexander Smith. The notice 
to produce on the trial of October, 1862, did not extend to the 
second trial. Christy did not appear in person till 1863. She 
cught to have been served. 

The deed to Smith, the son-in-law of Lawrence, is bad in 
equity. 4 KenVs Com, 516. 

Solicitor General follows on the same side. No sheriff or 
deputy-sheriff can purchase directly or indirectly at a sale by 
himself of goods or land. 2 Sugden on Purchasers, (Am. ed. 
1851) 362. This principle extends still more to the execution 
debtor than to the creditor. Jacobs^ Reports, 421 ; Hilliard on 
Sales, 80, 79, 69; 8 Ves. 340, 350; 4 DeGex & Smale, 388 ; 
Hx parte Lacey^ 6 Ves. 626; 10 Vcs. 395,398 ; Sugden on Ven- 
dors and Purchasers, 436, 688; 16 Curtis' U. S. Hep. 189. 

McCully, Q. C, in reply. (Cites as to new trial, Ch, Arch Q, 
B, Prac. (10th ed.) 1454; 3 Taunt, 91, &c.) A judgment may 
finally bind the estate. The objection to the notice of October, 
1862, must have been taken at the trial. The notice to produce 
the deed was sufficient. 1 Taylor on Evidence, 400 ; 17 Q. B. 
509; 2 Ch. Arch, Q. B. Prac. 1244; 1 6V. & Jer. 174; 3 
Camp. 499 ; Sharsioood's Starkie, 505. As regards the defen- 
dants the plaintiffs have all the rights of Peter Smith. The 
defendants had no adverse possession against him, nor against 
plaintiffs. The purchaser at a sheriff ^s sale may direct the 
deed to be made to a third party. Substantial compliance is 
enough under our Act. (Cites Rev. Statutes, Chap. 115.) 
Otherwise if a sheriff has a judgment he has no remedy, no 
one being entitled to act for him. Section 10 of the chapter 
referred to legalizes a sale by a second judgment creditor. 
The word " may" is in the 5th section. A sheriff does not 
come within the principle binding trustees. A sheriff or 
administrator does not sell the freehold in England. A pur- 
chase by a constable of goods he is selling under execution is 
absolutely void. Kev. Statutes, chap. 128, sec. 29. There is no 
such law with regard to purchases by a sheriff. A purchase 
by a sheriff may be voidable but not void. Here there is no 
fraud and the riile does not apply. 2 Eden, 134. This ques- 
tion cannot be raised here. There is no equitable plea. 3 
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Mer. 209 ; 8 Ves. 351. The Court of Equity merely debars 
the trustee from making a profit. The defendants must pay 
the amount of the purchase madgj-jbg^JRankine. 8 Price^ 272. 

Cur. adv. vult. 

Young, C. J., now delivered the judgment of the Court. 

After referring to the facts of the case, and particularly to 
the circumstances of the deed to Angus being found upon 
record, the defendant's living upon the half of the homestead 
80 conveyed, and none of the sons or daughters or of the 
sons-in-law being called at the trial, from which he argued 
that it was impossible to resist the conviction that a deed 
was in fact executed to Peter, or to sustain the verdict if it 
proceeded on the ground that it was not, his lordship said: 

The objections urged at the argument against the reception 
of secondary evidence could not possibly prevail, because it 
appears by the minutes that they were either not taken or 
were waived at the trial. Where this is the case, the regu- 
larity of notices to produce and matters of the like kind must 
always be assumed. The rule is so laid down in WiUiamv. 
Wilcox, 8 A. & E. 314, and in Doe e. d. ChUd v. Boe, 1 EL & 
Bl. 279, and is obviously a sound one. 

The plaintiffs* right of recovery, however, was assailed at 
the trial upon other grounds, which probably had a more 
direct influence on the verdict than any real or supposed 
defect in the secondary evidence. (His lordship here refer- 
red at length to the circumstances detailed above, showing 
the connection of sheriff Lawrence with the property). Now . 
the question is, can these proceedings be supported? The 
argument for the defendants was that a sheriff can, in no in- 
stance, directly or indirectly, purchase property which he is 
selling under execution, — that ho is to be looked upon as a 
trustee both for plaintiff and defendant, and as under all the 
disabilities of a trustee, and that the deeds from Bankine to 
Lawrence and from Lawrence to Smith are equally ineffectual 
to give title. 

The deeds to and from Rankine are attacked, upon the 
ground that the sheriff's sale was tinder a second and third 
judgment, without notice to or the assent of the prior jadg- 
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ment creditor, and the notice under Revised Statutes, (3rd 
series) chap. 115, sec. 5, was said to be indispensable to make 
title. To this it was answered, and I think with reason, that 
the general scope of that chapter, and the language of section 
10, are inconsisteat with any such proposition, which is new, 
so far as I am aware, in this Court, and would shake numerous 
Bubsistiug titles. The right of a second mortgagee to fore- 
close was recognized by us at an Equity Sittings in Barss v. 
Chase, March, 1862, although the right may be subject to 
qualification, and can in no wise affect the interests of a first 
mortgagee. So, also, I am of opinion that a second or subse- 
quent judgment creditor may sell the lands of the defendant, 
whose interest will pass to the purchaser "subject to prior 
incumbrances." 

The title, therefore, of Lawrence as derived from Eankine 
being good and a general verdict having passed for the 
defendants, he is entitled to a new trial, independently of any 
objection to his claim under the deed to David Smith. I 
trust, indeed, that as this case has already been twice tried 
a third trial will not be necessary, and that the fair and 
reasonable claims of Mr. Lawrence will be adjusted, and paid 
from, or secured on the land. 

But as this may not be the issue, it seems advisable shortly 
to review the cases on the main point of the responsibilities 
and duty of a sheriff selling under execution. No English 
decision or text-boo kdirectly bearing upon a shoriflF or other 
oflScer holding an execution was cited at the argument. On the 
general principle, as it is laid down by all the text writers, 
particularly in Sugden on Vendors and Purchasers (14th edit.) 
chap. 20, fol. 687, and in 4 KenVs Commentaries (9th edit.) 
503, the authorities are numerous. 

In Stratford v, Tioynam^ Jacob's Reports, 418, cited by Mr, 
Ritchie, the Master of the Eolls held, and this is now the 
received law, that the creditor may purchase the property 
seized and sold under his execution. " This is quite different," 
said he, " from the case of trustees ; with respect to them the 
principle is that the same person shall not be buyer and seller. 
But here the sheriff is the seller. (The premises sold were 
leasehold.) In the case of the trustee there is a conflict of 
duty and interest, and the Court, therefore, says that he shall 
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not be trusted to purchase unless he has divested himself of 
bis character of trustee. # # Here the party is proceeding 
adversely against his debtor, not by any private dealing but 
by the public process of the law ; and he is not the person 
who is to sell: that is the duty of the sheriff; and what injury 
can arise from the creditor attending at the sale and bidding?" 
These expressions certainly imply a disability in the sheriff 
to purchase for his own benefit, just as an assignee, an agent, 
a solicitor, or an auctioneer, is disqualified. It is possible 
that other English authorities as to the position of a sheriff 
may exist, but I have been unable to find them, nor, as I have 
said, were any produced. 

It makes no difference in tlie application of the general 
principle, that the sale is a judicial one, by public auction or 
at a fair price, or that the purchase is made through the 
medium of a third party. A sale per interpositam personam is 
equally discountenanced, and this with the other branches of 
the subject are elaborately discussed in Davoue v. Fanning^ 
2 Johns. Chanc. Rep. 252, and Michoud v. Girod, 4 Howard's 
U. S. Rep. 503, 560. 

In a note to 4 Keiitj already cited, the rule is applied by 
Judge Tucker, in opposition to some dicta in the Virginia 
Courts, among other persons, to sheriffs, auctioneers, attorneys, 
and all persons in fiduciary characters, as incapable of pur- 
chasing the trust property at sales made by themselves, or 
under their authority and direction. And HiUiard in Lis 
Treatise on Sules, 80, cites a case from New Hampshire, in 
which it "was held that a sheriff cannot legally purchase goods 
sold by himself, and that such purchase is equivalent to a con- 
version. We have applied the same principle to inferior 
officers — the Revised Statutes, chap. 128, sec. 29, declaring 
that no constable shall, directly or indirectly, purchase any 
goods at any sale made by him under that chapter, and that 
every such piirchase shall be absolutely void. 

By the Revised Statutes of New York, part 3, chap. 6, sec. 
41, it is enacted that the sheriflF or other oflScer, to whom any 
execution shall be directed, and the deputy of such sheriff 
or officer holding any execution and conducting any sale of 
property in pursuance thereof, shall not, directly or indirectly, 
purchase any property whatever, at any sale by virtue of such 
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execution, and all purchases made by such sheriff, officer, or 
deputy, or to his use, shall be void. 

To apply these rules in all their strictness to a sheriff in 
this Province, where the Legislature has been silent, and to 
debar all our sheriffs from protecting their own interests, how- 
ever fairly or conscientiously they may have acted, would 
Bometimes be productive of great injustice. I should be dis- 
posed, for ray part, to require the party seeking to avoid the 
sale, at all events to return the money that had been paid, 
as seems to have been done in analogous cases in 8 Vesey, 
351, and 8 Price, 172. 

In a Massachusetts case, Arnold v. Brown, 24 Pick. 89, 
where the defendants in an attachment writ sold the goods 
to the attaching officer at a fair price, and an action on the 
case was brought therefor against the sheriff, this sale was 
upheld by the Court. •* The property," said they, '' when 
attached, bears very little resemblance to a trust fund. The 
sheriff cannot be considered as sustaining the relation of 
agent or trustee, in any sense, to the defendant in the attach- 
ment. He is the officer of the law, and as such holds the 
property attached. It may be considered as in the custody 
of the law." *' There may be something in the situation of 
the debtor, and the power of the officer, which should induce 
a close scrutiny into their dealings, to see that there is no 
fraud or oppression in their contracts." '* If the officer 
should obtain an unconscionable bargain from the necessities 
of the debtor, the law would set it aside." 

Inquiries of this character in the present state of the law, 
where the transaction is perfectly fair and no advantage has 
been taken, this Court would probably be inclined to enter 
into. But, still, as the general principle is unquestionably 
sound, and sheriffs conducting sales should have no interest 
nor the suspicion of any interest inconsistent with that of 
either plaintiff or defendant, it is safer for them to act as if 
they were wholly restrained from becoming purchasers,, 
directly or indirectly, at the sales which they conduct. 

In the present case, for the reasons I have assigned, I think 
that the verdict for the defendants should be set aside and 9l 
Dew trial had. 

Rule ahaolute^ 



{ 
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Attorney for plaintiffs, K D. Tremain. 

Attorney for defendant, Alex. Smith, MoDonnelL 

The other defendant, Christie Smith, appeared in person. 



HALIBURTON and Others v. HALTBURTOX. 

Jtdy 19, 1866. 

A testator (J. P.) deyised oertain real and personal estate to traetees tor the benefit 
of his two childreD, (a daagbler and a sod), iq irost to p?T one moiety of the leots, 
iasnes, and profits of tbe real estate, and of (be interest of the personalty to and 
for tbe benefit of bis dangbter dniiog ber 1W>, and " apon tbe decease of his said 
daughter, be gave and bcqaeatbed tbe said moiety of his i-eal and personal estate 
in Nova Scotia nnlo tbe heirs of her body lawfully begotten forever, share and 
■hare alike." 

He also devised the other moiety of bis real and personal estate in like manner 
to and for the benefit of his son during bis life, and " upon the decease of his 
said son, he gave and beqneathed tbe said remaining mniely of bis i-Cval and personal 
estate in Nova dcotia onto the heirs of bis body lawfully to be begMten forever, 
share and share alike." 

He further provided that *' in tbe event of the death of ei'her of bis said children 
without lawful heirs at ({foresaid then tbe survivor to have .the whole of the 
r^nts, issues, and proijis, during ber or his life, and at her or bis decease to descend 
to tbe lawful heirs of her or his Ixidy lawfully (o be begotten as aforesaid." 

There was also a devise over, in the event of the death of both his children 
*' without lawful heirs," of *' all his estate both real and (lei'sonal in tbe Province 
of Nova Scotia'* to his brother, and of his money in tbe funds in England to S. 
B. and M. R., share and share alike, upon their marriage or attaining the age 
of twenty-one years. 

The testator's son died mnny ypars ago without leaving any i^ue. The daughter 
died in February, 1865, having bad five child i-en (<)on%) four of whom survived her. 
The wn J. G. P. H., who pre-deceased his mother, and died without leavug any 
(diildren, was living at tbe time of the death of the testator, and by a will made 
in May, 1856, devised and bequeathed all his "estate real and personal whether in 
possession, remainder, reversion, or expectancy, inclubive of the distributive share 
biB had of tbe estate of his late grand-father J. P., (the testator) to which he was 
entitled under his W'U or in any way derivable through or bom him" to his 
wife, £. A. fi. her he^rs and as9i:^ns loiever. 

Hild, ott the ftttthority of Bight v. Creber, 5 B. & C. 866, this qoeAlon in 
ottses of Ihib kind being one of mere intention, and as tbe iangoage of a wHI 
must be construed in the light of circumstanoee surrounding the testator at the 
time of its execution, and on consideration of all its provisions ; aiid Uie wOl in 
this case being made in Nova Scotia, where primogenitnre ii o p p Oi od to the 
genioB of tfab imititiitioDs of tbe ooontry, and to the letter of the laws z^golating 
the desoent of real eatatOt 
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That the words ** heirs of the body" in the will of the testator, J. P., meant 
childrent and that J. 6. P. H. took a vested remainder in fee at the death of 
the testator in the realty devised to his mother as aferesaid, aiiil 'a vested interest 
In the personalty so beqrteathed to her, whieh opened to Ibt in her after-bom 
children sa(3oe39ively, and that all the interest of the said J. 6. P. H. in the said 
real an dpeisooal estate passed to his widow nnder his will. 

This was a special case on the constractioa of the will of 
John Peeples, and was Very fully argued during last Itficha^l- 
mas Term by McCully, Q, C. and James Thompson for the 
plaintiflFs, being three of the sohs of Maria C. Haliburt6n, 
who was tbe daughter of the testator, — atid by the Solicitor 
Oeneral on behalf of Ellen Amelia Haliburton the widow, and 
also the sole devisee and legatee, of John Gustavus P. Hdi- 
burton, another son of Maria C. Haliburton, and who prede- 
ceased his mother. 

All the material portions of the case and of tbe will of the 
testator, John Peeples, are sufficiently set out in the judg- 
ment. 

James Thomson contended that John Gustavus P. Halibnr- 
ton never had a vested interest under the will of John 
Peeples, or that if he ever had it became divested by a con- 
tingency contemplated by the testator in the will. 

McCully, Q, C, who appeared on behalf of on*e of the plain- 
tiffs, argued that Gustavus had but a contingent remainder, 
and no interest daWng the life of his mother which he could 
devise or convey by any instrument whatever. 

Solicitor General contrij contended that Gustavus had a 
vested remainder. 

WiLKfNS, J., now delivered the judgment of the Court. 

This case, stated for the opinion of the Court, is in sub- 
stance a« follows : — John Peeples by will duly executed, dated 
30th February, 1811, (his death having occurred in the fol- 
lowing year) devised and bequeathed certain real estate and 
personal property to three trustees, (Who tire since dead), 
their executors, administrators, and assigns, upon trust that 
they, their heirs, executors, and administratoi's should during 
the life of the testator's daughter, Maria C. Haliburton, wife 
of George M, Haliburton, pay and dispose of the cle^t moiety 
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of the rents, issues and profits of his real estate, in Nova Scotia, 
(after deducting for the repairing and upholding of the same), 
as also the interest of his moneys in the funds of England 
or elsewhere, unto such persons, and in such manneras his 
daughter should, notwithstanding her coverture, appoint, free 
from the control of her husband ; and, upon the decease of his 
said daughter^ testator gave the said moiety of his real estate 
and personal estate in Nova Scotia unto the heirs of the body 
of his said daughter lawfully begotten forever, share and share 
alike. Testator then declared as to the other moiety of the 
rents &c., of his real estate (after deducting for repairs a8 
aforesaid) also of the interest of his funded and other moneys, 
that his trustees, their AeiV^, executors, administrators, and 
assigns, should during the life of his son John S. Peoples, pay 
the said last mentioned moiety unto his said son as he might 
require the same, and, on his decease, the testator gave the 
said last mentioned moiety of his real and personal estate unto 
the heirs of the body of his said son lawfully to be begotten, 
forever, share and share alike. In the event of the death of 
either of his said children, without lawful heirs as aforesaid^ 
the testator declared that, then, the survivor should have the 
Whole of the rents, &c., during her or his life ; and " at her or 
his decease descend to the lawful heirs of her, or his bodt/f 
lawfully to be begotten as aforesaid^ The testator further 
declared that, if both his children should die without lawfd 
heirs, he gave all his estate, both real and personal in the 
said Province, unto his brother, Thomas Peeples, and to his 
heirs forever. 

The testator finally declared that, in the event of both 
his children dying without heirs ow aforesaid, he gave the 
money in the funds unto Susannah Rumford and Mary Rumford, 
share and share alike. 

The son died many years ago, and without issue. The 
daughter of testator died in February, 1865. She left five 
children, four of whom survived her, one of them being insane, 
and confined in an asylum for the insane. Her eldest son, 
John Gustavus P. Haliburton, whom she survived, was living 
at the death of the testator. He, by will, dated 29th of May, 
1856, devised and bequeathed all his estate, real and personal, 
to his wife (who is now living) and to her heirs, 4o., forever. 
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The case is brought before the Court in the form of a peti- 
tion of three of the sons of the said Maria C. Haliburton, who 
pray for a partition of the said real estate, and an assignment 
to them of their respective shares thereof; and they ask for 
the opinion of the Court, as to whether they are entitled to 
three-fourth parts, or three-fifth parts in the estate of the 
testator. 

We must, of course, without regard to these particular 
questions construe the will. The learned Solicitor General, 
arguing for the devisee and legatee under the will of J. 
Gustavus P. Haliburton, deceased, contended, mainly on the 
authority of Right v. CrebeVj 5 B. & C. 866, that the said 
Gustavus, being alive at the death of his grand-father took a 
vested remainder in fee in the realty, at the death of the tes- 
tator, which opened to let in the after-born children of the 
testator's daughter successively. 

He took that estate so vested, if the will manifests an 
intention (strong enough to countervail the technical meaning 
of the words ' heirs of the body/) that those words should be 
read ' children' ; and he must have taken by purchase, 
because, the rule in Shelley's case not operating, there was 
no inheritable estate in his mother, the tenant for life. The 
estate taken bv the trustees under this will was commensurate 
with the purposes of the trust, and was, therefore, co-exten- 
sive with Mrs. Haliburton's life. 

The question which we are called on to decide is, " Who 
are meant by the words ' the heirs of the body of Maria C. 
Haliburton lawfully begotten &c.," as we find them in the will 
before us ? The question is one of mere intention, and the 
language must be construed in the light of circumstances 
surrounding the testator at the time of the execution of the 
will, and on consideration of all its-provisions. Lord Alvanley, 
in Poole v. Poole, 3 B. & P, 627, said, " The words ' heirs of 
the body' give an estate tail, unless the intent appears so plainly 
to the contrary that no one can misunderstand it." Lord 
Eldon in Jesson v. Wright said, " These words mean prima 
facie all descendants, and they shall take under them, unless 
clearly qualified and restricted by other words, so as to give 
them a more limited sense ; and the controlling intent must be 
as clear as the intent expressed by the words :" but " the 
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rnles of construction freely permit the use of the words 
' heirs of the body' in the limited sense of ' children', those 
rules requiring only a clear explanation of intention to justify 
a departure from the ordinary moaning." See Hayes on Limi- 
tations j p, XXXV. 

It is not possible to review the authorities that bear on this 
question, without feeling that there exist opinions and criti- ^ 
cisms of text writers which detract somewhat from the fore 
of Right V. CrtbeVj considered apart from its weight as 
judgment of the high Court that pronounced it ; but the cas 
has not been overruled by competent authority. It is tru -^ 
that Jarmxiri and Hayes consider it in effect to have bee^^j; 
overruled, and the former mentions Doe v. Featherstone, 1 ^^^ 
& Ad. 944, as one of the decisions to which that effect may \>e 
ascribed. But, from what fell from Patteson, J., in the lasi 
mentioned case it would appear that he did not refer any suci 
operation to it. Right v. Creber was relied on by counsel with- 
out disapproval of the Court, in Abram v. Ward, 6 Hare, 165, 
and in Toller v. Aitwood, 15 Q. B. 929. See also, the signifi- 
cant notejjto Sffgden on Real Propprty, p. 251. Observe also, 
that the Chancellor in Ireland, in Montgomery v. Montgomery^ 
3 Jo. & Lat. 47, {Sugden on Real Property, 252)j thus liraited 
the authority of the antagonistic case of Jesson v. Wright, The 
learned Chancellor said, *' Doe v. Jesson only decided that the 
words * heirs of the body' would operate as words of limiia' 
tion, where otherwise the issue would not take estates of 
inheritance;" adding, "it is of deep importance that Doe 
v. Jesson should be put on its true grounds." 

Viewing Right v. Creber, then, as a binding authority, I pro- 
ceed to inquire, " whether it does not govern the case before 
us." Excepting that in this case there is, and in that there 
was not a devise over, the two cases are not distinguishable. 
In it no importance, or, at least no great importance seems to 
have been attached by the Court to the superadded words of 
limitation, viz., ." their heirs and assigns forever." But here 
we have the word ' forever' which is suflScieut in a will to pass 
a fee, to say nothing of the effect of the word ' estiite.' 

Can we gather from the language of this will, viewed in the 
light of the testator's circumstances when he executed it^ 
sufficient evidence of his intention that the wordsi ' heirs of 
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the body' were used in the sense of ' children' ? He died in 
Nova Scotia, and resided in that Province when he made his 
will. At that time, and at his death, and when his daughter 
died, primogeniture was opposed to the genius of our institu- 
tions, and to the letter of our laws regulating the descent of 
real estate. It is not pretended that an estate tail vested in 
the daughter. The testator, therefore, designed an original 
gift of some sort to those intended by the words ' heirs of the 
body.' His use of the words ' share and share' alike imports 
that he intended more persons than one to be objects of his 
bounty. Great eflfect has been given in English Courts and in 
our Court to these distributive words, and adverting merely to 
the intention of the testator, it would scarcely seem justifiable 
to reject them, especially when we consider that the testator 
used them when making provision for the then unborn issue 
of his children, with regard to whom he cannot be supposed 
to have intended to disinherit any of them. I can find nothing 
in the will which necessarily shows that the testator designed 
that one only — the oldest son of his daughter who might 
happen to be living at her death — should take his whole estate. 
Such, however, is the inevitable legal consequence of inter- 
preting strictly the words, ' heirs of the body.' The common 
law-rule must govern ; as our statute law did not, at the time 
of the death of the tenant for life, nor at the previous time of 
the death of the testator make any provision for the case. It 
provides, and provided only for the descent of estates held 
in fee simple, or for the life of another. (See Oorbin v. Eealy 
20 Pick. 514, decided in the Supreme court of Massachussetts 
when its statute law was in this respect identical with ours. 
See also, 1 Washburne on Beal Property^ 81, s. 53.) 

Unless the words ' the heirs of her body &c.,' be read, 
' children,' as contended for by the Solicitor General, they 
import, necessarily, that individual who would be, and was at 
the death ot the tenant for life, (who had in herself no inhe- 
ritance to transmit), tenant in tail; and he took by purchase, 
per formam doni. (See the case of Tipping v. Casin, Carth., 
262, mentioned by Butler, in his note 1 to Co. Litt. 376, b. 
See, also, Hayea* 1st and 2d propositions.) Moreover, on the 
strict construction of the words, the eldest surviving son, 
to the exclusion of all the other children, took absolutely. 
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at his mother's death, all the personal estate in which she took 
a life interest under the will. Washhurne on Real Property^ 
74; 2 Bl. Com, 113 ; Green v. Stevens, 17 Veaey, 73. 

If we look at the disposition of ihQ personalty alone, whilst:^! 
the inference from the words " share and share alike," is ^ 
" that the testator intended more than one of the lineal de 
scendants of his daughter as the objects of that bounty," th« 
consideration " that by a strict construction the eldest son 
the death of the tenant for life would take, and exclude all th^ 
other children from a participation in i^," strengthens an inte :^ 
pretation which would read the words as if written " children ^ ^f 
It is possible, though I think very improbable, under the cir- 
cumstances, that the testator may have designed to preserve 
his reed estate in a line of succession through the eldest ma/e 
child of his daughter her surviving, but I cannot bring my- 
self to conclude that he contemplated excluding from an 
enjoyment of the personalty all the other children, born and 
unborn. 

The testator's disposition of his realty may, I think, be 
read thus, as respects the daughter and her line of descen- 
dants, to which alone we need refer, at present, as she sur- 
vived her brother who died unmarried : — viz., " I give an 
equitable estate for life to my daughter, with a legal remain- 
der in fee to her son (Gustavus) now living {Doe e. d, PiOc- 
ington v. Spratt, 5 B. & Ad. 731), the same to open and let in, 
successively, after born children of her in fee," thus satisfy- 
ing the words " share and share alike forever." {Baldwin v. 
Karver, Cowp. 309 ; Doe v. Perryn, 3 T. R. 484 ; Meredith v. 
Meredith, 10 East, 503.) 

Lord Alvanley's rule of construction above noticed, viz.: 
"that the words, 'heirs of the body,' give an estate tail 
unless the intent appears so plainly to the contrary that no 
one can misunderstand it," however applicable as regards 
England, would, in my judgment, if strictly observed in Nova 
Scotia, in relation to a will made, and to operate there, if it 
were in terms like that before us, be more likely to defeat, 
than to carry out the real intentions of the testator. It 
appears to me that if we reflect on the different policy, laws, 
and usages on the point of the entailment of landed estates, 
which prevailed in England, when Bight v. Oreber was de- 
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cided, from those that obtained in Nova Scotia when this will 
was executed, this case is even stronger than that for presum- 
ing an intention contrary to the technical sense of the par- 
ticular words in question, I have carefully examined all the 
leading cases on the point of our inquiry from the period 
when Lord Kenyon enunciated the principle, which has since 
been followed by the Courts, to the effect, " that a par- 
ticular expressed intent must yield to a general one." C. J. 
Abbott adopted it in Doe v. Harvey, 4 B. & C. 620, when he 
said, " It appears clearly established by authorities that a 
particular intent expressed in a will must give way to a 
general intent," 

The rule in England has been applied to the extent of re- 
jecting the words " share and share alike," when superadded 
to words that technically express an estate tail, the words 
last referred to being considered to convey the general, and 
the former the particular intent. 

Bailey, J., an eminent Judge, formed one of the Court that 
decided, in the King's Bench, Wright v. Jesson, and subsequent- 
ly. Doe V. Harvey ; and, therefore, could not but have known 
how far Right v. Creb&Tj which he decided, was affected by 
the authority of the judgment of the Lords that reversed 
Wright v. Jesson^ and by the decision in Doe v. Harvey. Mr. 
Justice Patteson in Doe v. Feaiherstone, referring to Bight v. 
Creberj said, " That case took for its guide the intention of 
the testator in the particular instance, which must be the 
governing principle so far as is consistent with the rules of 
law." 

This will is drawn in a somewhat inartificial manner, as may 
be perceived, not only from the mode in which the estate 
is given to the trustees, but from the mode in which both 
realty and personalty are disposed of in the devises and 
bequests over ; — e. g., — a clear moiety of the interest of 
moneys funded in England and elsewhere is appropriated to the 
use of the daughter for life : — at her death, however, a 
moiety of the personal estate in Nova Scotia is given to the 
heirs of her body, whilst a moiety of the money in the English 
funds, of which she had the interest whilst she lived, is left 
altogether undisposed of by the will, except on a remote con- 
tingency that never happened. Again, when she survived 
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her brother, to whose use half the rents of the realty, and 
half the interest of all monies, wherever funded, were appro- 
priated during his life, — the provision fund applicable to her 
and the heirs of her body, as regards the moiety of realty and 
personalty primarily intended for the son, is in terms as 
follows : — " (she) the survivor shall have the whole of the 
rents, etc., during her life,and at her decease to descend to the 
lawful heirs of her body, lawfully to be begotten as aforesaid." 
In the clause there is no previous mention of personaUyj the 
only antecedent language being " the whole of the rents, 
issues, and profits." 

A devise of the rents and profits would, indeed, carry the 
legal as well as beneficial interest in the land; but the 
context pretty plainly indicates that such effect was produced 
in this clause of the will, by accident aud not from the ad- 
vised use by the framer of it of those words. Thus, instead 
of such a disposition having been expressed by explicit 
words, — the daughter took under the will, on the happening 
of her survivorship, the use, for her life, of the interest of 
the son's intended moiety of the personalty, and the ' heirs 
of her body/ took an estate in the son's intended moiety of 
the realty, hy implication alone. That the language of the 
will, viewed as a whole, supports that implication is, as it 
happens, clear. See 2 Jarman on Wills, 478 ; 1 Hilliard on 
Real Property J 522, sec. 17, and the cases therein referred to. 

Tlie estate in the moiety of the realty, primarily intended 
for the son, thus taken by the heirs of the body of the daugh- 
ter lawfully begotten, &c., was clearly the same in quality 
and quantity with that which the heirs of the body, &c. took 
by express gift as regards the other moiety ; and subject to 
the same incidents as to vesting, &c. I can see no reason 
why it should not be held to have vested in Gustavus, though 
subject to be divested in case the son of the testator should 
marry and have children. (On this point see the important 
case of Phipps v. Akers, (House of Lords), 4 M. & G. 1107.) 
In a will evincing, as this does in the form of its provisiouB, 
a want of professional skill and accuracy, it would be unsafe 
to attach much importance in construction to technical ezprefl- 
sious, of which the meaning wasj possibly not fully considered 
by the framer of the instrument This consideratioiQ avowedly 
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influenced the judgment of the Court in Bichards y. Pavieis,^ 
to which I shall presently refer. Here the whole argument 
for a construction which would exclude the devisee of Gusta- 
vus rests on the technical efiFect which it would assign to the 
words " heirs of her body." 

When I first read the case of Bichards et al, v. Davies, 13 
C. B. N. S. 70, it struck me as having, in the point of the 
decision, an important bearing on that before us, and as over- 
ruling, in effect, Bight v. Creber ; but on a careful subsequent 
examination of it I perceive that it is essentially distinguish- 
able from the last mentioned case, in this, namely that whereas 
in Bight v. Creber the question was whether the words " heirs 
of the body" could be read " children," the word " children" 
occurred in the will which the Court were required to construe 
in Bichards v. Davies. 

The testator in that case devised property to trustees and 
their heirs to the use of his daughter Ann James, for life ; 
and, after her decease, in trust for such one or more of her 
children, or his, her, or their issue, in such manner and form^ 
&c. as Ann James should appoint by will ; and, in default of 
appointment, "in trust for all and every of her children and the 
heirs of their body or bodies lawfully begotten in equal shares 
and proportions." The testator then proceeded, *' and in 
case of the death of my said daughter, Ann James, without 
leaving any child or children her surviving, and in the event 
of such child or children her surviving and dying without 
leaving any issue of his or her body, then in trust for my own 
right heirs forever." Ann James had a son who died in her 
life time, having previously joined with her in the execution 
of a disentailing deed. 

The only diflSculty in the case arose out of the latter words 
of the will, viz., " in case of the death of my said daughter 
without leaving any child her surviving, and in the event of 
such child or children her surviving dying without leaving 
any issue of his or her body, then in trust for my own right 
heirs forever." The counsel for the plaintiffs, admitting that 
the former words created tenants in tail with cross remainders 
between them, contended " that the gift in tail was subject to 
the contingency, expressed in the latter words of the will just 
referred to, of the son (who died in his mother's life time) su]> 

21 
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viying the mother^ and that he having died in her life time, 
^he' estate never vested in him, and therefore the disentailing 
cleed Was inoperative against the right heirs.'' 
' Erie, C. J., expressly stated his opinion to be, that but for 
th6 latter clause of the will there could have been no doubt 
^hat the son of Ann James would have taken a vested estate 
tail ip the property, and in that opinion the whole Court con- 
burred. . The Court, Kesitante Williams, J.^ were clearly of 
opinion that tho son of Ann James, as soon as he came in esse^ 
took a vested estate tail. The learned Chief Justice said; '' We 
give effect to the plain words of the will by holding that an 
iestate tail vested as soon as there was a child in esse capable 
pf taking/' " It is," he added, " the duty of the Court, in con- 
struing a will, to hold an estate to be vested rather than 
6bntingent, if the language used is capable of that constrnc- 
tion." 

Tjiis reasoning would be important on the point of the 
estate having, as my opinion supposes, vested, in the particu- 
lar case, in Gustavus Haliburton at the testator's death, were 
it not fbf the ponsideration that the language of Chief Justice 
Erie did but thus express a recognized principle of constmc- 
iion.. 

The words which the learned Chief Justice subsequently 
uttered have, in principle, a bearing on the case before this 
Court. He continued to say, "As I read this will, it seems to 
ihe its words are capable of being construed so that the estate 
tiail must beheld to have vested. Looking at the power of 
appbiotment and the persons in whose favor it is to be exer- 
cised, I think it is impossible to suppose that the testator 
could have intended that if Ann James had children who died 
in her life-time leaving issue, the grand-children should be 
disinherited. It is plain to my mind that he intended to pro- 
.yide for the line of his daughter Ann James and her issue, 
and that, in the event of the line of her descendants fiekiling, 
the. estate should go over to his own right heirs. This per. 
!|iai)s is not giving a sensible construction to the clause at the 
end of the will. But, it must be borne in mind that the 
Instrument was evidently drawn by an unskilled person, 
jiiayiog ho very precise idea of the effect of technical expree- 
ftions.* The general scheme of the will is, as it seems to me. 
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that the daughter was to take an estate for life with remainder 
to her issue in tail ; and, in the event of her leaving no issue, 
then the estate was to go to the right heirs of the testator.^' 

These words of the learned Chief Justice appear to me to 
fortify many of the reasonings which I have expressed as 
influencing my conclusions in the case before us. For in- 
stance, I have considered the estate to have vested in Gustavus, 
although it was contended that such a construction militated 
against the testator's gift of the property to his brother in the 
event of his children dying without heirs of the body, it being 
contended that had Gustavus died before his mother, without 
issue, and neither her nor her brother leaving issue at his or 
her death, the estate would have gone over to the testator's 
brother. 

Such a diflSculty, if existing, would be similar in kind, in- 
deed, but less in degree, than that which the Court, in Bichards 
V. DavieSy got over in view of the general intention of the 
testator which they gathered from the language of his will. 

Again I have thought it right not to stand too strictly on 
technical expressions, because I thought I was bound to infer 
(as the Court did in Bichards v. Davies) that the will in ques- 
tion was prepared by a person who did not thoroughly under- 
stand the meaning of the terms he used. 

Again, I have argued for the construction that I have 
adopted from the apparent harshness of a contrary construc- 
tion — so did the Court in the case which we have just been 
reviewing. 

On the whole, I have felt myself at liberty to adopt the 
principle of construction, which, according to Mr. J. Patteson, 
influenced the Court in deciding Bight v. Creber, and I trust 
it has conducted me to a sound conclusion. 

Young, C. J., made a few observations expressive of his 
concurrence in the judgment of the Court as delivered by 
Wilkins, J. 

Johnston, E. J., observed that he had not arrived at results 
with the same clearness as his brethren. He had been unable 
to give to the words '^ share and share alike *' the controlling 
effect which they did, nor could he ascribe to Bight v. Creber 
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the effect which they had given it. He was inclined to oon- 
sider that the words used in the will in this case conveyed 
an estate tail. In 10 Bing. 235, Tindal, C. J. said that he 
took it to be a general rule, with respect to the vesting of 
contingent remainders, that they must vest at the earliest 
possible moment at which they are capable of vesting. In 
Doe d. Winter v. PerraU, 10 Bing. 198, (the case in which 
Chief Justice Tyndal made the remark to which he had jast 
referred), five Judges had given their judgment, and there 
were four different opinions, only two of the Judges concur- 
ring. He enunciated these views with considerable hesita- 
tion; and rather to show the tendency of his mind than to 
express any formal opinion. 

DesBabres, J.* had nothing to add to what had been 
said by Judge Wilkins and the Chief Justice. He had looked 
into the cases cited and had formed his own opinion,-— sm 
opinion largely influenced by Sight v. OrebcTf which he 
viewed as a controlling case. He fully coincided in the jadg- 
ment of the Court as delivered by Judge Wilkins. 

JRule accordingly. 

Attorney for plaintiffs, James Thomson. 

Attorney for defendant, E. A. Haliburton, Solicitor CfenerdL 



McEENZIE AND AnotheB; Administbatobs of Boss t;. 

McLEAN AND McDonald. 

July 26 & 27, 1866. 

B. took a promiflBOEy note from M6L, and MoD. (the dafendants) by tignmuui 
between him and them aa leoaxitj antU MoL. ahould ffwe him a mottgmfi of 
certain landa. McL. and hia wife exeooted a mortgage of the landa to B. in the 
nsnal form, and McL. brooght and tendered it to B., who waa then fvj iU, but 
did not read it to hinu B. then eaid to HoL.. '* 7oa had better fake the mocl9i|i 
over to A,** (tiie x^gistzy office waa litoafte there) "and wheo yoa bfii« ne bad: 
a oertificata that it ii left ia the oflBee, yoa will get the notew" UtiU took tie 
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mortgBge to A* and had it r^gtetered,— bat this was oot aoUl a fortnight after B's 
death, and aboat three weelm after the above conyerBation. Ko intermediate 
inoambranoey liowever, intervened. MoL. obtained the oertifioate bat did not 
bring it to B.'s administratonb Bt died intestate and hii adminiatratoiB broo|^t 
ihia action on tiie note. 

Meld, That MdL. had sabBtantiaUy ftilfilled the agreement between himself, McD,, 
and B.,— and the jazy hayiog Iband fixr the defendantf, (the qnefition of the deliveiy 
of the mortgage to Bt in hia life time havuig been left to them), and having alao 
fixmd that IfoL. acted in perfect good ftith, the Ooort roAiaed to distarb the 
vesdicti 



Assumpsit on a promissory note. Pleas (among others) 
that, by agreement between James Boss (the intestate) and 
the defendants; the said note was given as a security for the 
sum of fifty pounds advanced by the said James Boss, de- 
ceased, to Donald McLean only till such time as the said Don- 
ald McLean (the first named defendant) should convey by way 
of mortgage to the said James Boss certain premises called 
the " Meagher lot " ; that the said mortgage was made within 
a reasonable time and in the life time of the deceased, and duly 
executed by the said Donald McLean and wife, and was de- 
livered to, and registered at the request of the said deceased, 
and that the said mortgage was accepted by him in full satis- 
faction and discharge of said note. 

At the trial before Young, 0. J., at Antigonish, in June, 1866, 
the allegations set out in the pleas as above were substantially 
proved. It further appeared that Angus McDonald (the 
second named defendant) was a surety on the note — that a 
mortgage of the premises in the usual form was executed by 
McLean with a promissory note annexed thereto, payable a 
year after the title was cleared, and tendered to Boss, who 
was sick in bed, that the mortgage was exhibited to him, but 
not read, and, that he said to McLean, " you had better take 
the mortgage over to Antigonish, and when you bring me back 
a certificate that it is left in the office, you will get the note." 
McLean took the mortgage to Antigonish accordingly, and 
had it registered, but Boss died in the meantime, his death 
having occurred a fortnight before the registration was 
effected, and about a week after this conversation with McLean. 
McLean obtained the certificate but did not give it to the 
plaintiffs, but to McDonald, the other defendant, who returned 
It to him again some years afterwards, and McLean subse*- 
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quently lost it. The administrators of Boss found the note 
among his papers, and brought this action on it, treating it 
as a distinct debt. 

The learned Ohief Justice, in bis charge to the jury, stated 
that he considered that the execution of the mortgage hj 
McLean and wife in the usual form, with a promissory note 
payable a year after the title was cleared, was a reasonable 
fulfilment of the contract made by defendants that McLean 
should give a mortgage, &c. His lordship left the question to 
the jury as to whether there had been a delivery of the mort- 
gage to the intestate in his life time. He stated, however, 
that the registry of the mortgage, though not effected until 
after the death of the intestate, seemed to him sufficient, 
there being no intermediate incumbrance. 

The jury found for the defendants, and a rule nm 
having been taken to set the verdict aside, it was now 
argued. 

McDonaldf Q. O. in support of rule. [Young, C. J. The 
whole point is whether I should have left the question of the 
delivery of the mortgage to the jury, and whether there is 
evidence to support the finding on that point. Wileins, J. 
Was not the bringing of it to the intestate, &c., ar delivery? 
Young, C. J. I had no doubt of it.] McLean was to give a 
mortgage in the usual form. I contend that your lordship was 
bound to tell the jury that he had not done so, because there 
was no evidence of it. There was no evidence that the rnort* 
gage was read to Boss. McLean testified that he went with 
the mortgage to a man who was dying and that he never 
read it to him, and there is no proof that he showed him the 
contents. The agreement was not to be concluded until the 
certificate of the mortgage being recorded was brought back 
to Boss. [Young, G. J. The mortgage was registered on the 
16th November, 1858, a fortnight after Boss' death, he having 
died on the 2nd November, 1858. McLean fulfilled the essence 
of the contract.] More than a fortnight intervened betweea 
the time at which he was directed to register the mortgage^ 
and the time when he did register it. [Young, 0. J. If any 
other incumbrance had intervened| then there would not hav9 
been a fulfilment of the contract, but none intervened^ 
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WiLKiNS, J. There is clear authority to show that a deed 
may be executed to a party behind his back and be good. 
Johnston, E. J. If the facts detailed do not prove a compje- 
tion of the agreement, do they not at, all events, amount to a 
delivery? Suppose the mortgage had been left with ^ss, 
and he had sent it by his ow^n son to be recorded.] Then 
there would have been an acceptance by Ross. [Young, 0. 
J. There was nothing about the mortgage being recorded in 
the original agreement with the surety. I think, however, that 
the reasonable interpretation of the contract between defen- 
dants and £oss is that a mortgage from McLean to Ross should 
be recorded with a clear title in the former, and that was doqe.] 
I think your lordship should have put to the jury the question - 
as to whether the agreement was complied with. Strict com- 
pliance is necessary in such cases as this. 2 M^ dt.S. 1^2. 
An accord to make a good plea must be perfect, complete, ^and' 
executed. 1 Selwyn^a Nisi Priu8j 133. Here the agreement 
was not executed, because the certificate was not brought; 
back. [Young 0. J. This was not accord^ it was the subsHi- 
iution of one security for another. Johnston, E. J. It was. 
all one agreement.] The certificate was never brought back.:: 
[Johnston, E. J. It was only the evidence of a thing which 
was actually done, — the mortgage was actually recorded,] ' ; A 
plea of accord, to be a good plea, must show an accord whicb 
is not executory at a future day, but which ought to be exe- 
cuted, and has been executed, before action brought. 3 Bing. 
N. C. 920 ; 1 Smithes Leading CaaeSf 150 m. p. (Cites also, 2 
Camp. 383.) '• 



Young, C. J. We all think it impossible to sustain tfiis 
motion. We agree with the plaintiffs' counsel to this extentj 
that we consider that the agreement required that a substan- 
tial security should be given, — a perfect mortgage, a recorded 
security. That was done, and there was, therefore, a substan- 
tial compliance with the agreement. The great point is, did 
McLean in bringing the mortgage to Ross and getting it 
recorded act in good faith. We are dealing here with a 
surety as well as with the original debtor. The jury have 
found that McLean acted in perfect good fisiith, and, as 
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ajrec^dy stated, there was a sabstantial compliance with tho 

agreenien't.", ' 
-^•••* Bide discharged * 



••.■••" 



Attiiorney for plaintiffs, Attorney General. 
'Attorney for defendants, Hugh McDonald. 
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!::::. i r. -. '. August 2, 1866. 



LAit Knglfiih odrtifioated bankrapt is priyfles^d from arreit in this Ploriooe for 
any -ffibt |>ioyable under his bankraptoy in England. 

^.The.i^aintiff on the 17th Aogatt, 1864, had drawn at Bangor, in the State of 
M^e^ in. tb|ia United States of America, bills of exchange (payable 60 days aftec 
date) xm the defendant, who was then a trader in London and resident then. 
Tiia-idefiindant. accepted the biUs of exchange in London, hot did not pay 
tlMBQi..J9e li^as adjudged a bankmpt on the 14th November, 1864, in the Londoa 
Coc^t of Bankroptoy, and enbseqaently obtained an order of discharge. On the 
lith''J1i]y^l86B, beibg then oasoally in Nova Scotia, he was arrested on a capias 
at\ftcC9nit'0if the .plaintiff for the amount alleged to be doe on these bills. 

.^J3jl!/(if;That. the. debt being provable under the bankruptcy in London, and the 
defen^apt having obtained an order of discharge or certificate from the Court oi 
Bfl^kitiptc^ tii^re,'he was privileged from arrest for the debt in this Province. 

iiAls6v'«thi(|.tbe order of discharge or certificate was ** sn£Scient evidence of thi 
bwikruptcy/' 

.bonsdru^tion of Imperial Act, 24 & 25 Yic ch, 134, sees. 161 & 203, and d 
Ftotitiolia A6t, Bievised Statutes, oh. 135, sec. 28. 

, J..N..RiTCH^: on a former day in this. Term had obtained a 
Tu\e^ ^tjo^i. for. the diBchskYge of the defendant (who had beea 
arrested under a capias) as a certificated bankrupt. 

The rule was very fully argued by J. N. Bitchie for thd 
defendant, and Weatherbe for the plaintiff. 

.All the material facts appearing in the various affidavits are 
snffideQtly set out in the judgment. 

, WiLKras, J., now delivered the judgment of the Court. 

' This is aii application for discharge from arrest on bailable 
propess, made to this Court by Frederick Smith, on the 
ground— the ' only one remaining for consideration — of his 
being, at the time of his arrest a bankrupt, adjudicated to be 
stich In the London Court of Bankruptcy. In support of the 

'''''*'''*'■;*'• I I ' I [ j | ] ^. ■ 

^ * Wf A. JifhniUmt te defiwidanti, was not oaUed on. 
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application he has produced and authenticated a document 
under the seal of that Court, declaring him a bankrupt on the 
14th November, 1864, by the name and description of Frede- 
rick Smith, of 34 Fenchurch Street, in the city of London, 
commission merchant trading under the style and firm of 
Frederick Smith & Co., and residing at Sussex Villa, the Grove, 
Sydenham, in the county of Kent. 

This document is dated on the 27th February, A. D. 1865. 
The affidavits and the process before us show that the appli- 
cant was arrested on the 12th day of July, A. D. 1866. The 
affidavit on which he was held to bail, and the process viewed 
in connection with it, show the subject matter of the action to 
have been two several bills of exchange drawn by the plain- 
tiff, at Bangor, in the State of Maine, United States of America, 
{for XIOOO sterling each), at sixty days after date, (17th 
August, 1864), and accepted by the defendant (on the appli- 
cant) in London. 

The applicant is shown by affidavit, at some undefined time, 
previous to the year 1865, to have resided in London, and to 
have been a trader there. 

Being thus called on to decide on an application for dis- 
<5harge of a party arrested under our own process, on the 
ground of his being entitled to liberation under the provi- 
sions of an Act of the Imperial Parliament, we should have 
felt a deep sense of embarrassment and difficulty, had it been 
necessary for us to construe judicially a voluminous, compli- 
cated, and intricate statute, novel to us in theory and practice. 
But that necessity does not press upon us, and all that we 
have to decide is, (and to that we carefully confine ourselves), 
viz., whether a British subject being casually in this Province 
and arrested here for a debt declared to be due to a subject 
of a foreign Government, and applying for his discharge on 
the ground that he had been duly adjudged a bankrupt in 
London, and that the particular debt was provable under his 
bankruptcy, — is entitled to his discharge on production of 
sufficient evidence of his bankruptcy, and that the debt for 
which he was arrested was provable under it. 

It is necessary to refer to the existing English Acts of 
Bankruptcy and Insolvency so far, and so far only, as may be 
necessary in order to decide the question before us. 
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If there were nothing in these Acts which might be con- 
Btmed as imposing a duty on this Court to act in the matter 
before us, in a mode prescribed by them; still, in order to 
determiDO the question which involves the personal liberty 
of the applicant, who, though a foreigner, is entitled to the 
protection of our laws — we should be obliged carefully to 
consider the Imperial statutes on which he relies for his dis- 
charge from our process. 

It is enacted by the 24 & 25 Yict. chap. 134, sec. 203, 
that '' any petition for adjudication, or arrangement, adjudica- 
tion of bankruptcy, assignment, appointment of official or 
creditors' assignee, certificate, deposition, or other proceeding 
or order in bankruptcy, or under any of the provisions of this 
Acty appearing to be sealed with the seal of any Court under 
this Act, or any writing purporting to be a copy of any such 
document, and purporting to be so sealed, shall at all times, 
and on behalf of all persons, and whether for the purposes 
of this Act, or otherwisej be admitted in all Courts whatever 
as evidence of such documents respectively, and of such pro- 
ceedings and orders having respectively taken place or been 
made, and be deemed respectively records of such Court, 
without any further proof thereof." And by section 204 
judicial notice is required to be taken by all Courts, Judges, 
Justices, and persons judicially acting, and other officers of 
the signature of any commissioner or registrar of the Courts, 
and of the seal of the Courts subscribed or attached to any 
judicial or official proceeding or document to be made or 
signed under the provisions of the Act. 

Now, without stopping to enquire whether the language of 
the 203rd section, viz., '• aU Courts whatever/* be comprehen- 
sive enough to include the Courts of the Queen in Nova 
Scotia, it is sufficient to consider, in the first place, the ex 
necessitate rei, and, in order to the protection of an English 
bankrupt happening to be in this Province, and there arrested 
for a debt provaUCf this Court must interferey in the spirit of 
the English Bankruptcy Acts, to prevent its own process 
being perverted to the violation of the liberty of a person 
deprived of it contrary to the express provisions of those 
Acts ; and secondly, and especially, that all doubts, if any, 
arising as to the application of section 203 to Nova Scotiw 
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Courts are completely set at rest by the express provisions 
of pur own statute, (Rev. Statutes, chap. 135, sec. 28), that 
makes every document which hy acgr law (at the passing of 
the Act) in force, or thereafter to be in force, was or should 
be admissible in evidence of any particular in any Court of 
Justice in England, or Wales, or Ireland, without proof of the 
seal or stamp or signature authenticating the same, or of the 
judicial or official character of the person appearing to have 
signed the same, admissible in evidence to the same extent and 
for the same purposes in any Court of Justice in this Province^ 
dkc, without proof of the seal or stamp or signature^ or of the 
judicial or official character of the person appearing to have 
signed the same. 

Thus then, this *' order of discharge " is evidence before 
us to the same extent as it would be evidence in the Supreme 
Courts at Westminster. 

Whether it would be there, or ought to be here regarded as 
condusive evidence we are not called on to determine, and on 
that point we give no opinion. PrimAfade evidence it unques- 
tionably is '* of the bankruptcy and of the proceedings precedent 
to the order of discharge J^ Of such we must view it as prac- 
tically conclusive evidence, until it be at least impeached by 
a suspicion cast on the validity of the bankruptcy, or of the 
precedent proceedings, or of the order of discharge. Such 
impeaching evidence does not, in this case, exist even in the 
slightest degree. 

The " order of discharge" then, on which this arrested party 
relies as entitling him to his discharge from our process^ 
absolutely entitles him to it by force of section 161 of the 
Imperial Act of 1861, chap. 134, provided he has brought 
himself within its provisions by showing to this Court that 
the particular debt for which he stands arrested was '* a debt^ 
claim, or demand provable under his bankruptcy." This he 
has established by evidence entirely uncontradicted and un- 
impeached. It is in proof that he was arrested, under the 
process that detains him, on bills of exchange drawn by a 
resident in one of the United States of America on this party, 
who accepted the bills in London,— on a party — duly adjudi^ 
cated to be a bankrupt in the London Court of Bankruptcy^ 
That the particular debt was a debt provable under his bank- 
ruptcy iS| therefore, a point not in controversy. 
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We are^ thereforOi of opinion that the rule must be made 
Absolute. 

Bide abadliUe. 
Attorney for plaintiff^ Wealherbe. 
Attorney for defendant, J. N. Eitokie. 



JOHN McSWEENY v. T. J. WALLACE. 

August % 1866. 

Whereon an applioation to set aside pleaa as fidae, frivolona, and vexatioaa, fiustB, 
ahowing the pleaa to be essentially Cidae, are positiTely sworn to, and are only 
partially, bat not directly and ezpUoitly denied in the affidayits on the other side, 
the Court wiU set the pleas aside. 

Though an affidavit to set aside pleas as fidse most, in general, be made hj the 
plaintiff himself, this role does not apply where the facts on which the plaintiff 
relies are in the knowledge of the attorney and not of the p]ainti£& 

A motion to set aside &lse and yezattoos pleaa applies eqnally to a foredosme 
-as to a common law salt. 

This was an appeal from the decision of Wilkins, J., at 
Chambers, on the 13th March last, setting aside the pleas and 
ordering a sale of the mortgaged property. The action was 
brought to foreclose a mortgage made by the defendant to 
the Reverend Patrick Dunphy, and assigned by the executors 
of the said Patrick Dunphy to the plaintiff. 

In his first plea the defendant says that the '^ alleged mort- 
gage is not his deed." In the remaining pleas (thirteen in 
all) most of which are very voluminous, he admits the making 
of the mortgage, but sets up various defences, the principal 
of which are no consideration, — that the mortgage was exe- 
cuted voluntarily, — that it was a condition precedent before 
the payment of the amount due thereon that the plaintiff and 
one Rev. Patrick Dunphy, deceased, (who together with him- 
self were co-executors of the Very Reverend Dean Dunphy), 
should obtain for him releases and discharges from the next 
of kin and all parties interested in the estate of the said 
Yery Reverend Dean Dunphy, and should also indemnify him 
Against all claims against the said estate, including the claims 
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for legacy, and snccession duties, that such releases, dis-^ 
charges, and indemnification had not been obtained, and that, 
therefore, he was entitled to resume the executorship (from 
which he had withdrawn in order to settle certain disputes 
between himself and his said co-executors) as he had done, 
and to retain in his own hands the money secured by the said- 
mortgage. 

The appeal was fully argued early in the present Term by 
J. W. Johnston, junr., and W. A. Johnston for the defendant 
(the appellant), and by J. N. Ritchie for the plaintiff. 

The statements in the various affidavits of J. N. Ritchie, of 
the defendant, and of H. Blanchard, (being all the affidavits 
used on the appeal), and in the exhibits annexed thereto, and 
the points taken at the argument are sufficiently set out in 
the judgment. 

Young C. J. now delivered the judgment of the Court. 

The present action of foreclosure has arisen out of the cele- 
brated case of Dunphy et al v. Wallace^ which occupied so 
much of our time in Michaelmas, 1863, and made us familiar 
with all the facts. I forbear from going into these as our 
judgments are on file, and are in course of publication in Mr. 
Oldright's reports.* It now appears that, in May, 1864, the 
three executors entered into the agreement annexed to Mr. 
Bitchie's affidavit, and which the defendant does not dispute. 
The object and intent of this instrument are apparent from 
the recitals and covenants, which seem to us very clear and 
precise, though it was said at the argument that it had been 
hurriedly drawn. 

The leading recitals referring to the estate of the Very 
Reverend James Dunphy are as follows : — 

'' Whereas differences have arisen between the said execu- 
tors touching the management of the said estate, the control 
of the funds, and the construction of certain clauses in the 
said will, 

And whereas the said John McSweeny and Thomas J. Wal- 
lace as such executors have each received into their hands and 
possession large sums of money belonging to the said estate, 

And whereas the said Patrick Dunphy and John McSweeny 

• See ante vol. 1, r* 383, 
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have commenced a suit on the Equity side of the Supremo 
Oonrt of this Province against the said Thomas J. Wallace, 
which is still pending and undetermined ; 

And whereas for the sake of settling the said suit, and all 
matters in difference between the said parties under the said 
will, the said Thomas J. Wallace has agreed to relinquish the 
said office of executor and trustee under the said will, and to 
release to the said Patrick Dunphy and John McSweeny all 
his right and title to any portion of the said estate for fees 
or commissions, and any claim he may have at law or in 
equity under the said will or otherwise howsoever, and to 
pay over to the said Patrick Dunphy and John McSweeny 
the sum of sixteen thousand dollars in fall of all the monies 
of the said estate remaining in his hands, subject to the 
several deductions therefrom mentioned in the schedule here- 
unto annexed marked ''A," which are to be borne by and paid 
out of the said estate ; , 

And whereas the said Patrick Dunphy and John McSweeny 
}iave agreed to indemnify and save harmless the said Thomas 
J. Wallace, his heirs, executors, administrators, and assies, 
of and from any liability and responsibility under the said 
will, and from any claim or demand of the next of kin of the 
said James Dunphy, and from all or any other person or per- 
sons claiming under the said will, to be brought against him 
personally, or as such executor and trustee under the said 
will as aforesaid." 

Now, it is known to us from the original suit that the other 
two executors, in accepting $16,000 from the defendant on 
behalf of the heirs and legatees of Dean Dunphy, surren- 
dered a large sum which was in the defendant's hands, and 
which in fact was the price paid for his relinquishment of the 
trust. It was a costly, and, we may presume, considering the 
state of feeling between the parties, it was a prudent and 
wise compromise which a Court would uphold if it could. 

The covenants on the part of the defendant carry out the 
recitals, and he accepts the covenants of his co-executors as 
sufficient guarantees for his protection. 

He might have stipulated for actual releases from the heirs, 
for the actual payment of legacy duties, for his resumption 
of = the executorship in case Mr. Patrick Dunphy should die 
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before the estate was closed, or for any other provision that 
he thought essential for his interest or his safety. There are 
BO such stipulations, and as the agreement was witnessed by 
his present counsel, was executed in the office of the Equity 
Judge then acting for the two executors, and was fully under- 
stood by all parties, we concur with our brother Wilkins in 
thinking that for all the purposes of this argument the defen* 
dant is bound by it. 

This mortgage of $11,000 is given as part of the $16,000, 
and ought to have been paid two years ago. It was accepted 
as equivalent to cash at three months, and the now plaintiff 
having been obliged to come into this Court to foreclose it, 
the question is, whether under our practice it is competent 
to the defendant to raise the defences which are contained 
in his voluminous pleas. 

Now we are all of opinion that it is not competent for him 
to do so. The money in this mortgage is not his money. It 
belongs to the estate, and by our original decision ought to 
have been paid into this Court for the protection and safety 
of the legatees and heirs to whom it really belongs. This 
was our judgment when the defendant was still an executor, 
— a fortiori it is our judgment now when he has ceased to 
be one. 

We beg to be understood, however, as giving no opinion 
whatever upon the right he now claims to resume the execu- 
torship, and the management of the whole or any part of the 
estate. These questions or any other it is perfectly open to 
him to raise in a suit for that purpose, — all we say is, — that 
he has no business to raise them in this suit in the face of his 
agreement under seal. We will take care, however, that no 
injustice is done him. We are disposed to do more for him, 
in fact, than he did for himself. From the fact that the plain- 
tiff has the confidence of Dr. Hannan and Mr. Mclsaac, the ex- 
ecutors of Mr. Patrick Dunphy, and the natural guardians of 
the rights of their church and of the legatees, we are satisfied 
that the defendant runs no risk of being called upon for 
legacy duties or any other liabilities of the estate, but we 
will not expose him even to that remote risk. In granting 
the foreclosure we will direct the proceeds to be paid to the 
"^ Accountant General, and out of these will see that all just 
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demands are discharged. On this account we think the want 
of the schedule of little moment, — the want of it does not 
vitiate the agreement, and the contemplated deductions will 
be ascertained and settled here, if not already paid. 

The other objections that were taken, and which were chiefly 
of a technical kind, may be easily disposed of. It was said 
that the affidavit to set aside the defendant's pleas ought to 
have come from the plaintiff himself, and not from his attor- 
ney, and no doubt that is the rule where the facts are in the 
knowledge of the plaintiff or of his authorized agent. But 
here the execution of the agreement is proved by the exami- 
nation of Mr. James W. Johnston, now of counsel for the 
defendant, and the defendant's admissions, which are partially 
but not directly denied, were made to Mr. Ritchie in person. 
His affidavit is thus of some avail, while that of the plaintiff 
who resides in the adjoining Province would have amounted 
to nothing. 

It was then urged that a motion to set aside pleas as false 
could not be made in a foreclosure suit, and, if we were 
governed by the English practice, or the rules of an Equity 
Court, this objection would be fatal. But by the fourth sec- 
tion of our Equity Act, in all cases formerly determinable in 
Chancery and now conducted in the Supreme Court, the prac- 
tice of the Supreme Court as far as it is applicable shall be 
observed, and we hold it to be the practice of this Court 
which experience has shown, within its legitimate bounds, to 
be a wholesome and highly convenient practice, that a motion 
to set aside false and vexatious pleas will apply equally to a 
foreclosure as to a common law suit. 

If, indeed, fraud had been alleged in the defendant's pleas 
as tainting this mortgage or impeaching its consideration, we 
would probably have thought it right to remit it to a jury. 
If, again, the defendant had ventured to deny that the mort- 
gage was his, that is a question which we would not have 
tried on affidavits, but would have considered this summary 
jurisdiction as at an end. Now it is to be noted how this 
essential point is handled in the affidavits. The mortgage 
is witnessed by Mr. James, a barrister of this Court, who 
proves it for registry before Mr. James W. Johnston. It is 
registered accordingly, and the defendant pays $1,000 of the 
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ANDERSON v, MASON. 

December 15, 1866. 

The directing of the writ, in a suit before a Stipendiary Mafpstrate for seaman 8 
wages, to any of the oionstables of the ootmty,- instead of to the sheriff or his deputy 
18 not a nallity, bat a mere irregalarity which is wahred by appearancct 

The jarisdiotion of the Stipendiary Magistrate nnder Revised Statutes, chap. 
75, is ooncarrent only with that of two Jostioes of the Peace, and not ezolosiyei 

In this case the writ was signed by and made returnable before the Stipendi- 
ary Magistifite, bat two Justices of the Peace were sabstitnted for him on the 
trial by the request of the defendant. 

Heldt thait the irregularity, if any, was cured by the assent of the defendant 

Constmotion of Reyised Statutes, chap. 76, sec. 2^, and of Pzovinoial Act of 1865 . 
chap. 1, sec. 13. 

This was an action for seaman's wages brought up by certi- 
orari from a Stipendiary Magistrate's Court. 

The case was argued during the last November Sittings 
by Coombea for plaintiff, and -B. O. Oray for defendant. 

The facts stated in the various affidavits, and the points 
iaken at the argument, are sufficiently set out in the judgment. 

Young, C. J., now delivered the judgment of the Court. 

This was a suit commenced by summons, signed by and 
returnable before Mr. Shiels, the Stipendiary Magistrate, and 
addressed to any of the constables of the county. The de- 
fendant appeared, and at the request of the Stipendiary Magis- 
trate who was too ill to attend, and by the special concurrence 
of the defendant, the case was tried before two Justices o f 

24 
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the Peace. This was done in the language of Mr. Coombes' 
affidavit at the express request of the defendant^ in order that 
he might not, as he stated it, be delayed from proceeding to 
sea by any postponement of the trial. The suit was for sea- 
man's wages, and the justices having examined the parties 
and their witnesses gave judgment for the plaintiff, — debt 
$44.37, costs 95 cts. 

Mr. Gray moved for a nonsuit on the ground that the con 
tract had not been completed, but no objection was urged or 
offered by the defendant or his counsel as to the authority of 
the Court to try the cause, nor to the magistrates composiDg 
the Court. 

The case was brought up by certiorari; and it was con. 
tended, first, that as the Act of 1865, chap. 1, sec. 13, referriDg 
to chap. 75 of the Revised Statutes, under which the action 
was brought, provides that process under that Act shall be 
directed to the sheriff or his deputy, or where the sheriff is 
interested to the coroner, — the process in this case was not 
merely an irregularity but was void, and for this Mr. Gray 
cited 1 Chitty^a Arch. Q. B. Prac, (10th edition) 572, and the 
cases in the note thereto. But though it may be true, that, 
in some instances, a writ directed to any other person than 
the sheriff would be void, as we would probably hold where a 
warrant to levy the amount by distress and sale of the defend- 
ant's effects, and a fortiori by sale of his vessel, was issued 
under Chap. 75 of the Revised Statutes, this does not apply 
to a summons followed by an appearance. The rule is rather 
to be gathered from the cases cited in Archbold as follows :— 

(His lordship here read the following memorandum of 
cases : — 

Counsel arguendo, 1 Strange, 155, said '^I do admit that any 
error in mesne process is salved by the party's appearance, 
and he shall not afterwards take advantage of it : because the 
only intent of mesne process is to bring the party into Court, 
and when he does come that is out of the case, for he might 
have come in upon the writ without it." If the sheriff be a 
party and the writ be directed to him, the Court or a Judge 
will set aside the proceedings for irregularity. 

Writ directed to a sheriff good^ though the sheriff one of 
^ibe plaintiffs. 1 Dowl. 151. 
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But it is irregular where directed to the sheriff, and he is 
the only plaintiff. 1 W. Bl. 506. 

In an action by a sheriff against one of his bailiffs, the 
latUai was directed to the sheriff himself, and not to the 
coroner. Held irregular, Ibid.) 

*It appears then that the directing of the writ to anj of the 
constables of the county is not a nullity, but a mere irregu- 
larity which is cured by appearance. 

It was objected, secondly, that the writ being returnable 
before the Stipendiary Magistrate under section 25, he alone 
could try the cause, and no consent of the defendant could 
give the two justices jurisdiction. Now we are of opinion 
that the jurisdiction of the Stipendiary Magistrate under Re- 
vised Statutes, Chap. 75, is concurrent only, not exclusive, 
and as two justices could have issued the summons and tried 
the case, we can see no objection in principle to their being 
substituted for the Stipendiary Magistrate, with the concur- 
rence and at the instance of the defendant. It is not as if two 
parties had been called in who had no original authority — 
they had authority under a proper writ independent of the 
defendant's assent — and that assent might be viewed as equi- 
valent to an appearance without process, or at all events as a 
waiver of any objection to the process. 

We think, therefore, that the judgment bdow must be 

affirmed. 

Judgrherd affirmed. 
Attorney for plaintiff, OoombtB. 

Attorney for defendant, J?. O. Oray. 



HARRIS t^. FADER. 
December 15, 1866. 

An affidavit is snffieiently entitled in tlie eBow, althoQi^ tiie mnds '^ plaintiff" 
ftod *< defendant " are omitted in the headios after the namee of tiie paitiee. 

The changing of the venoe in a eaaw depends merely on the balance of oonveni 
enoe as regards the trial. 

In this case, the Coart, btfng of opinion that the canse ooold be more odoTe- 
nienily tried in andber ooonty than that in iHiioh the Tonne was laid, made the 
rale to ohange tlM Temie absolato with oostib 
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Blanchardj Q. C. on a former day had moved for a rule 
absolute to change the venue in this case. 

The rule was argued by Blanchard, Q. 0. for the defendant, 
and Weatherhe for the plaintiff. 

The facts set out in the various affidavits, and the points 
taken at the argument, are sufficiently set out in the judgment. 

DesBabres, J., now delivered the judgment of the Court. 

This was an application for a change of venue from the 
county of Kings to the county of Halifax, on an affidavit of 
defendant, stating that the cause of action, if any, arose at 
Margaret's Bay, in the county of Halifax, distant 92 miles 
from Kentville in the county of Kings, that he has a good 
defence on the merits, that he aod his witnesses, eight in 
number, reside at Margaret's Bay, and, being a poor man, he 
cannot afford to take his witnesses 1o Kentville. 

The application was resisted on the part of the plaintiff on 
two grounds, first, that the affidavit of defendant is not pro- 
perly entitled in the cause, it being entitled " Judson D. 
Harris v. John H. Fader," not naming plaintiff and defendant 
as is usually done ; secondly, that all the plaintiff's witnesses, 
six or seven in number, reside, with the exception of one, out 
of the county of Halifax, and most of them in the county of 
Kings, within a few miles of Kentville, and that more expense 
will be incurred by plaintiff in taking his witnesses to Halifex 
than the defendant would incur by taking his witnesses to 
Kentville. 

In the first place, we think on the authority of Bichard v. 
Isaac, 1 C. M. & B. 136, that although the affidavit of defen- 
dant does not designate the parties as plaintiff and defendant 
as is generally done, it is, notwithstanding the omission of 
these words, sufficiently entitled in the cause. In the case 
referred to the affidavit being entitled ''Thomas D. Isaac at 
the suit of John Bichard " was held to be a deviation from the 
fisual mode, which Gurney, B., said had never been allowed, 
observing that the proper mode of entitling it was ^* A, B. v. 
0. D.", just as the affidavit of the defendant in this case is 
entitled. 

Lastly, having read and considered the affidavits on both 
sides, we are under the impression from the fects and circnm- 
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stances therein respectively set forth that this cause can 
more conveniently be tried in this than in the county in which 
the venae is laid, and that there must, therefore, be a rule 
absolute to change the venae with costs. 

Bale absolute. 

Attorney for plaintiff, Wealherbe. 
Attorney for defendant, JSlanchard, Q. G, 



THE QUEEN v. HENRY P. ALLAN. 

January 2. 1867. 

In a proeecataon for bi^my, where there is a foi'eign mandage, the foreign law 
most be strictly proved. 

This, however, is not neoeesary, where the marriage has been admitted by the 
defendant, and there are corroboratiog ou'ooinstances streogtheDiog the admission. 

The testimony of the minister who mariied pailies that he had a maniage 
license which was brooght to him by one of the parlies— that he doly returned 
the same — that all the forms of law wei« observed as required by the license, anu 
that the marriage was peri'ormed aopoi'dicg lo Ute ii.es and ceiemonies of his 
church is sufficient proof of the license having been issued aud re>:nmed, and of 
the marriage having been duly solemnized,— Wilkins, J. dubitante* 

In this case, the first bUeged marriage was contracted in Boston, Massadiusetts, 
and no proof whatever was given of the mardage law of MassacbuseitB. There 
was evidence, however, by a witness present thereat, of a marriage ceremony, and 
of subsequent cohabitation as man and wife. Another witness testified as follows: — 
**I spoke to the defendant at Parr&boro'. A woman daiming to be his wife 
was looking afcer him. She is now present. I a^ed him what made him leave 
his wife in the States and marry another woman at Parrsboro'. He said he did 
not think his wife would follow him from the States. He thought she never 
would trouble him, but as long as Ae had followed him, he would take her and 
support her as long Si^ they lived. We were old acquaintanoet and I asked him 
about his wile who was claiming him.'' 

Heldt that there was no necessity for proof of the marriage law of Massachu- 
setts, as the marriage was sufficiently proved by the admission of the defendant 
and the corroborating circumstances. 

Bigamy tried before Young, 0. J., at Amherst, in October 
last. 

The counsel for the prisoner at the trial (Townshend) 
contended that there was no sufficient evidence of either of 
the alleged marriages, as regards the first, which was con* 
tracted in Boston, Massachusetts, because no proof had been 
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given of the law of Massacbasetts with reference to marri- 
ageB, — ^ regards the second, which was solemnized in this 
Province, because the license had not been produced, nor an 
extract from the records of marriages certified by the Finan- 
cial Secretary under Revised Statutes, chap. 120, sec. 44. 

The defendant was convicted, but the learned Chief Justice 
reserved both points for the consideration of the Court. 

The evidence with regard to the first marriage was as 
follows : — 

Evelina Bremner, a witness for the Crown, said : — " In Au- 
gust, 1855, 1 lived in East Boston ; my sister, Angeline, (the 
defendant's alleged first wife) lived with us. She was there 
married on the 12th of the month to Henry P. Allan (the 
defendant). The Rev. Mr. Allan, the Methodist ^Episcopal 
minister, married them there at his church, which he attended 
for two years. The 12th was the Sabbath day. At the hour 
appointed he drove to our house with a span of white horses, 
which took me, the bride, and another sister, and a man called 

Henry B , to the church. The marriage took place at the 

altar. We then went down the other aisle and were carried 
to the bridegroom's boarding house at East Boston. They 
lived together for two years as man and wife. They had one 
child before I left Boston for Halifax. The defendant is the 
man. He and his wife were at our house almost every even- 
ing. I have not seen him since I left Boston till last Monday. 
Had no difficulty in recognizing him. Seven months after I 
was in Halifax I returned to Portland, where my sister came 
to see me with a second child. She has now a third child about 
three years old« I saw Rev. Mr. Allan administer the sacra- 
ment and baptize." 

John Dow, another witness for the Crown, said : " I saw de- 
fendant in the month of August last year at Parrsboro'. Saw 
him first time at Parrsboro' in the meeting house. The second 
time I saw him, 1 spoke to him and he owned to his being the 
same Henry Allan— the same man. — He is the same man else 
I am wild. — We worked two months together in the same yard 
at Eastport, 17 years ago. A woman, claiming to be his wife, 
was looking after him when I spoke to him at Parrsboro'. She 
is now present. The defendant was sober. I asked him what 
made him leave his wife in the States and many aoother 
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woman at Parrsboro'. He said he did not think his wife 
would follow him from the States. He thought she never 
would trouble him — but as long as she had followed him, he 
would take her and support her as long as they lived. She 
had a little boy with her. We were alone at this conver- 
sation. Defendant said at first he did not know me. I then 
called him Henry Allan and he owned to it. Defendant told 
me his first wife was dead. We were old acquaintances, and 
I asked him about his wife who was claiming him. I think 
he did not want to know me at Parrsboro'. He said, after- 
wards, he knew me well enough." 

As regards the second marriage the following evidence was 
given. 

Rev. Duncan McKinnon said : " I am the minister of the 
Presbyterian Church at Parrsboro'— the settled minister. — 
The defendant, and a brother of Jane Grant, called at my 
house in May, 1865, to have defendant and Jane married. I 
celebrated matrimony between them a few days after, in the 
house of Jane's father. I had a license for the marriage. I 
married them May 24th, 1865. I returned the license to Mr. 
Bradley shortly after. He is the issuer of licenses and gave 
me a receipt. The license was brought by the defendant to 
me. The Grants adhered to my congregation. I performed 
the marriage according to the rites and ceremonies of my 
church. The defendant told me he was a shipwright, born in 
Eastport. All the forms of the law were observed as required 
by the license." 

The case now (Deer. 22nd), came on for argument. 

Oldright, for the defendant. Strict proof of marriage is re 
quired in prosecutions for bigamy, and admissions of the 
defendant are not sufficient. 1 Taylor on Evidence, 157 ; 
13 M. & W. 261, 5; 4 Burr. 2057, 8. C. 1 Wm. El. 632; 
1 Doug. 17U Weaver v. Weavety M. S. Court of Marriage 
and Divorce in this Province. The first is a foreign mar- 
riage, and the foreign law must be proved, 8 Beav. 527; 
Boscoe's Orim. Evidence, 304, 295 ; Lindo v. Bdisario, 1 Hagg. 
Cons. Rep. 216 and Appendix, p. 7. No such proof has been 
given here, and the conviction cannot, therefore, be sustained. 
The admission of the defendant is not enough. It is vague 
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and general in its terms^ and even if mnch more explicit, it 
would not be sufficient. ^O.dkK. 782. 227 ^lO.dkK. 164 n; 1 
EcLsPa Pleas of the Orown^ 470. The first marriage was no mar- 
riage by the common law of England. Beg. v. Millis, 7 Jurist, 
911, 983 ; Beamish v. Beamish, 5 Law Times Reports, 98. The 
second marriage must be equally valid with the first. Boscoeon 
Criminal Evidence, 295. Either the license or banns are in- 
dispensable. Either the license should have been produced, 
or a certificate from the Financial Secretary's Office, which, 
by the Act ot 1866, takes its place as prima fade evidence. 
Rev. Statutes, chap. 120, sec. 44; Provincial Act of 1866, 
chap. 28, sec. 43. 

Blanchard, Q. 0., for the Grown, contr^. The admission of 
defendant coupled with proof of the marriage and of cohabi- 
tation is sufficient. In the case cited from Car. & Kirwan, 
tliere was no corroboration of the admission. The evidence 
was for the jury. 1 Bussdl on Crimes 216, 217, 218, note. 
An admission only has been held to be sufficient. It was not 
necessary to prove the license to establish the second mar- 
riage. Bus. & By., 108. A settled minister here acting 
under a license is on the same footing with an Episcopal 
minister. (Cites 3 British Crown Gases, 267.) The license 
here is recorded ; the minister himself is the best evidence. 
The defendant admitted the second marriage in effect. (Cites 
Prov. Act oi 1865, chap. 32.) The identity of the defendant 
and actual marriage having been proved, the conviction will 
be sustained. 1 Doug. 171. 

Oldright, in reply. The position that there must be strict 
proof of the foreign law has not been successfully met. In 
Massachusetts they have legislation that we have not here. 
Massachusetts Laws, 1840 and 1841. (Cites 37 Eng. Law d 
Eg. Bep. 609.) 

Cur. ad. vuU. 

Young C. J. now (Jan. 2, 1867) delivered the judgment /gi 
the Court. 

After stating the case, and the evidence wi^b regard to the 
first marriage, his lordship said : — 
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It 18 a principle of the law of evidence, that, on a prosecu- 
tion for bigamy and in actions for crim. con., the marriage 
mnst be strictly proved. The cases cited at the argument 
from 4 Burr. 2057, 1 WiU. Bl. 632, and 1 Doug, 171, and the 
uniform practice, says Baron Parke, ever since these decisiop, 
seem to have settled (we may now indeed say have conclu- 
sively settled) that in actions for crim. con. and on an indict- 
ment for bigamy it is necessary for the plaintiff or prosecutor 
to show what the Courts call a marriage in fact — tliat is an 
actual marriage, valid, or avoidable and not yet avoided (3 
Inst. 88) : and that acknowledgment, cohabitation, and repu- 
tation, which raise a presumption of a valid marriage, are not 
sufficient. 

The marriage, also, if it be a marriage abroad, must be 
proved to have been celebrated according to the laws of the 
country in which it took place. 

These are admitted rules, but the quantity and kind of 
proof which the law recognizes, it is not quite so easy to 
determine. Proof, according to Ardihold in his Criminal 
Evidence, 752, that the ceremony was performed by a person 
appearing and officiating as a priest, and that it was under 
stood by the parties to be the marriage ceremony, according 
to the rites and customs of the foreign country, would be 
sufficient presumptive evidence of it so as to throw upon the 
defendant the onTia of impugning its validity, and he cites 
Bex V. Inhabitants of Brampton^ 10 East, 282. But this was 
a case of settlement, to which the stricter rule does not apply, 
and although the law will be satisfied, in this case as in most 
others, to act upon certain presumptions, I cannot help thinking 
that in the above passage the learned author has gone further 
than the cases will justify. It must be conpeded, I think, 
that a foreign marriage must be proved to have been in 
accordance with the foreign law, and it was established by 
the Sus&ex Peerage Vase, 11 CI. & Fin. 85, 134, overruling 
The Queen v. Dent, 1 Car. & K, 97., that the foreign law must 
be proved by an expert— a person periius virtute officii or 
virtute profesaionis. It is evident that a failure of justice 
will often be occasioned bv this strictness. In case of a 
second marriage^ shocking it may be the moral sense of the 
community, how Ip the first to be proved which may have 
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taken place in a remote corner of Europe or on the other Bide 
of the globe? This is a question, however, more for the Legis- 
lature than the Courts, and notwithstanding the minuteness 
of detail, the solemnity and the perfect good faith of the first 
marriage in this case, we should have held the proof insuffi- 
cient but for the admission of the defendant. In aid of this 
evidence, the train of circumstances proved by the principal 
witness, (for the wife herself, though present at the trial, could 
not be a witness), and the subsequent cohabitation and birth 
of children appear to us to be all-powerful. An admission, not 
corroborated as this is, has been held in some of the cases 
to be enough as in Rex v. UptoUj 1 Russell on Crimes, 218, 
where it was proved that the prisoner, being charged with 
bigamy, made a statement before a justice, in which he ex- 
pressly declared that he had married his first wife, who was 
then present, and Mr. J. Erskine left the case to the jury, 
observing that this was not an incautious statemeut, made 
without due attention, but that the prisoner's mind was 
directed to the very point by the charge made against him ; 
on which the editor observes, in a note, that it is quite clear 
that this is the proper course, as everything which a prisoner 
says against himself is evidence to be left to the considera- 
tion of a jury. 

So Mr. StarJcie says in his Law of Evidence, 2894, " I have 
known a prisoner to be convicted of bigamy upon proof of 
his deliberate admission of both marriages, in the presence 
of his first wife, before a magistrate." 

Truman^a case, 1 East's P. C. 470, proceeded on the same 
principle, though there the admission was backed by the copy 
of a proceediug in a Scotch Court against the prisoner and 
the firtit wife. 

In Regina v. Norton^ 2 M. & Rob. 506, the Court said, " De- 
clarations hastily or lightly made were entitled to very little 
weight ; but what the prisoner said deliberately and when it 
was obviously his interest to deny his marriage, if be did not 
know it to be a valid one, was undoubtedly evidence entitled 
to the very serious consideration of a jury." 

Now, what evidence have we here ? The prisoner bad con- 
tracted a second marriage at Parrsborough under a different 
christian name, Charles H. in place of Henry P. Allan. The 
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first wife hearing of this pursues him. An old acquaintance 
who had not seen him for seventeen years recognizes and 
accosts him — with some hesitation he owns that he is the 
same man — and when asked what made him leave his wife 
in the States and marry another woman at Parrsboro', he 
does not repudiate the marriage or allege its illegality, he 
says only that he did not think his wife would follow him 
from the States ; he thought she never would trouble him, 
but as long as she had followed him, he would take her and 
support her as long as they lived. 

Here was an admission that satisfied every requisition in The 
Queen v. Norton and the other cases. It was not hastily nor 
lightly made — it was made when the interest of the prisoner 
was all the other way — and it is corroborated by the proof 
of an actual marriage solemnized. A mere admission said 
Pollock, C. B., 2 Gar. & Kir. 783, of the first marriage is 
not enough — you must give some evidence beyond it. Here 
there is evidence beyond it, so circumstantial and so plain that 
the objections to a simple acknowledgment no longer apply,' 
and the first marriage must be held, wo think, to be clearly 
established. 

And now as to the second marriage, 

(His lordship here stated the evidence as to the second 
marriage.) 

This evidence would open a much wider field than we have 
been hitherto surveying. There is, first of all, the question 
whether the second marriage must be equally valid with the 
first, on which there are various opinions. Then would come 
the far more important question, whether this second marriage 
solemnized by a Presbyterian minister stands on the same 
footing in this country as a marriage in presence of a clergy- 
man episcopally ordained. On this cardinal point — that is, 
on the extent to which the common law as it has been de- 
clared by the House of Lords in the case of The Queen v. 
Millia is to be accounted the common law prevailing in this 
Province — or whether we have the power of limiting its 
operation as has been done by the Courts of New York, Penn- 
sylvania, and others of the United States — these are very 
large and important questions, on which it is unnecessary 
and would be improper for me to enter, as differences of 
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opinion exist among ourselves, and the present case can be 
determined on a narrower gronod. Now, it is admitted that 
with the production of the license, or with a certificate from 
the Chairman of the Board of Statistics, the evidence of this 
second marriage would be omai exixplione vruijor. 

Section 44 of the Eevised Statutes, chapter 120, now repre- 
sented by section 43 of the Acts of 1866, chapter 28. declares 
that an extract from the records of the Board, duly certified 
by the Chairman, shall be evidence of the entry certified, 
and prima facie evidence of the fact asserted or claimed in 
tho entry. But while the Act confers these facilities and 
makes the certificate prima facie evidence, it does not make 
it tho sole nor even the best evidence of the facts to be 
proved. Lot us see, then, what we have here. The prisoner 
brings to tho clerg\'maQ a license, which he conld only have 
obtained, in due course, under section 7 of the above chapter 
2S| from the deputy regiairar af^er giving bond with suffi- 
cient sureties and payment of the fee of two dollars and fifty 
ceut$. This liceuse^ if good on the face of if. mast have con- 
tained the name ot the minister and the names, abodes, and 
addition^ of the man ai>d woman to be married. It is received 
and aoted on by the o^er^vmaii as geaoioe. All the forms, 
he My;j^ r^uin^l by the hw were observed. He returns the 
licence to the deoutv n^;^s(rar within tea davs after the cele- 
braliv>i\ — beioj tlie same paper in oScial form, parporting to 
be $uWcribed by the r>ip;^tr^r with his own name and with 
lUe e^Lact date c4f issuing — the blank certificate endorsed 
tber^^Mi baring new been £. ;ed ap by the miaister, stating 
iKe £ftol oJfUie vvI^bratioA* c^ i^aaesaoodea. and additions of 
iKe vVUi^U otMrn^. tihe l;o« aI^i piace of scch marriage and 
the uau^^cit^ cl as lease :w\^ perscc^ presdas ibereat besides 
ltua$>«^Ul Ttie wtta^er CJce<:>(«»:oa ::dke($ a receipt from the 
nWy^^y c^^rt^crar^ a,vl !:>kV«i» ciie iee tv^ vk*cb Iw is eotitled 
t^ ;(^av*^ T^^mtftt o'^' surrnji^ $i> i»ieL pccTidad i( baa been 
umikW vx^vnaab^ ^^ biw. A^ istes k» hae« done, and if 
iW p>(wt' of il» doaruj^ ^iMn ^ A:a!i( i(» WK eotNgh withont 
a lankier vHK^tiKa>K ^4 is^ f%tfcb^ aa^s oi r^ ti^scaMl coooties. 
iNt >ic^^eo^ a;!^ ia l2kk <ia$aiw :ttb^f nM»HKa2a w a cc iJ a Qt, it may 
^ i>MJlK« il un^HiaJi^ a^ t^^^^au ra» Jfintlkar pm^ tba 
vV^WfV^^w^^^MML V ^ iMgfa^» ^ Aa wnman oftan 
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abaDdooed without caase, and to the good order and decen- 
cies of society, will freqnenlly go uopuaished. Presumptions 
we have seen are sometimes admitted in criminal as in civil 
cases. In the Queen v. Langille, argued before us in 1864, 
the first marriage was celebrated hy an ordained minister of 
the Presbyterian body — there was no proof either of license 
or publication of banos — ^yet we all held that the one or the 
other was to be presumed from the lapse of time and that 
the marriage was valid. Aod why should we not presume 
upon the principle of omnia riti acta that the public oflScer 
who issued, and, after it was issued, recognized this license, 
and the minister whose good faith is unimpeached, dis- 
charged their several duties as they ought? It is surely a 
most violent presumption that such a paper could be forged 
and escape the observation of both. We think, therefore, 
that there is sufficient proof of the license having been issued 
and returned, and of the second marriage having been duly 
solemnized. 

The conviction of the defendant is for these reasons upheld^ 
and no judgment having been given, we order pursuant to 
section 101, chapter 171, Revised Statutes, that judgment shall 
be given thereon at the next term of the Supreme Court at 
Amherst, the prisoner, in the meanwhile, to be detained in 
custody. 

WiLEiNS, J. intimated that he had some doubts whether 
there was sufficient proof of the second marriage having been 
duly solemnized. 

Conviction sustained. 

Attorney for the Crown, Blanchardj Q. C. 
Attorney for the defendant, Townshend. 



HALIBURTON trustee op the estate op GOHEGAN v. 
DeWOLPE and Othebs, Assignees op COOMBES. 

January % 1867. 

A debtor, on die 22ikI Maroh, 1864, made a deed of aarignment in fiivor of aU 
his oreditocs who ahonld execate the deed within three momtha. Notice theieof 
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was published in the ** Royal Gkizette," et Halifax, to the effect that all credltott 
wishiDfic to participate in the aasefa of 4ie pstate shoald ezecate the deed within 
the three months. All the creditors, except the plaintiff, did execute it within 
that time. The plaiotiff look a note fx-om the debtor on the 2ad Jnoe, 1864, for 
the amoant of his claim. The ponies beneficially interested who were repr^ 
senfed by the plaintiff, resided in Kngland, (thoogh the plaintiff himself resided 
in HalifaLx), and they had no notice of the assignment nntil the three months had 
nearly expired, and, as soon as possible tbereailer, they gave the plaintiff aQ« 
thority to come into the assignment and execute the deed, bat the assignees and 
the other creditors reftised to allow him to do so. The three months had then 
expired, bat there had been no distribotion of the proceeds of the estate. 

Held, noder the special circomstances, there haying been no negligence on the 
part of the plaintiff or the panics whom he represented, and no dividend having 
been paid, that in equity the plaiotiff was not precluded from coming in and 
sharing with the other creditors in the dislribotion of the estate, and that he 
shonld be allowed to execute the deed. 

Special case stated for the opinioQ of the Court, all the 
material portions of which are as follows : — 

William Gohegan Coombes, one of the executors of the 
will of Richard Gohegan, late of Bath Road, Surrey County, 
England, deceased, and also a guardian under said will of the 
testator's minor children, duly proved a copy of said will at 
Halifax, Nova Scotia, on the 23rd May, 1863, and subsequently 
became indebted to the testator's estate in the sum of <£1500 
or thereabouts. 

Proceedings having been instituted in the Court of Chan- 
cery in England to compel said executor to account for funds 
which had been received by him, the executor afterwards 
gave his promissory note for £1500, dated 2nd June, 1864, to 
Robert G. Haliburton, acting on behalf of the solicitors of the 
estate in England, which note said Haliburton held in trust 
for said estate. 

An assignment for the benefit of his creditors was executed 
by said William Gohegan Coombes at Halifax on the 22nd day 
of March, 1864, an abstract of which, marked (B), is hereunto 
annexed, and notice thereof was duly published in the " Royal 
Gazette," at Halifax, aforesaid, to the effect that all creditors 
wishing to participate in the assets of said William Gohegan 
Coombes should execute said assignment within three months 
from the date of said assignment, and all creditors with the 
exception of the estate of said Richard Gohegan did, within 
the time specified in said notice, execute said assignment. 

The solicitors of the proehein ami of the minor children of 
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said Ei chard Gohegan were, by letter dated 27th May, 1864, 
informed of said assignment by the said Robert G. Haliburton, 
who received in reply the letter, a copy whereof is hereunto 
annexed, marked (A). 

After the three months specified in said assignment had ex- 
pired, but before any distribution of the proceeds, the said 
Robert G. Haliburton, alleging that he had, since the expira- 
tion of the said three months, received due authority from 
England on behalf of said estate of Gohegan, claimed to come 
into said assignment as a creditor in his right as trustee as 
aforesaid, which was refused by the assignees and by creditors 
who had executed said assignment. No distribution has ever 
been made by the assignees of said William Gohegan Coombos' 
estate. 

The question for the Court is whether by law or in equity 
the said Robert Q. Haliburton, trustee, and duly empowered 
as aforesaid, was and now is precluded from coming in and 
staring with other creditors in the distribution of said estate, 
who have duly executed said assignment within the time 
therein limited. 

(A.) 

62 Moorgate Street, E. C, 

London, 30^A June, 1864. 
Dear Sir, — 

We duly received your letter containing the terms of the 
proposed arrangement with Goombes' trustees and immedi- 
ately applied to the Court of Chancery for permission to carry 
out your suggestions, and wo have obtained an order for you 
to proceed as you think most for the benefit of Mr. Gohegan's 
estate. 

******* 

We will send you the Chancery order for your authority 
and guidance as soon as possible, — it is not quite ready for 
this mail. 

Yours truly, 

ROBERTS & SIMPSON. 
R. G. Haliburton, Esq., 

Halifax, Nova Scotia. 




384 HALIBURTON v. DEWOLFE anb Othbbs. 

(B.) 

Indenture tripartite dated 22Dd March, 1864, between W. 6. 

Coombes, trader, of first part, Thomas S. DeWolfe and 

.Chas. H. M. Black of second part, and the seyeral other 

persons whose names are hereauto subscribed and seals 

set, creditors of the said W. G. Coombes, of the third 

part, 

Witnesseth that said Coombes, by and with tlie conseDtof 

his said several creditors, parties hereto (testified by their 

respectively signing and sealing these presents), hath 

granted, &c. 

Upon trust to pay and discharge the debts of all creditors 
who shall have executed these presents ; and, after full pay- 
ment, to distribute the residue (if any) amongst all the credi- 
tors of said W. G. Coombes iu eqaal shares; and, should any 
surplus remain thereafter, to pay over the same to said W. 6. 
Coombes. 

Witnesseth further full release to Coombes by all creditors 
executing this Indenture, 

Provided that no creditor shall be entitled to any benefit, 
&C.J who shall not execute these presents within three months 
from the date hereof. 

Note. — The Trust Deed contains no provision for giving 
notice of the assignment to cre<litors. 

The case was fully argued during the present Term by 
B. O, Grray, for the plaintifl^, and Shannon, Q. C, for the 
defendant. 

Young, C. J. now delivered the judgment of the Court. 

The question submitted to us is, whether by law or in 
equity the trustee of the estate can come in and share with 
the other creditors under the assignment, although he has not 
executed the same within the period of three months limited 
therein. Assuming, therefore, in this case, the functions of a 
Court of Equity, we have to enquire whether we have 
authority, in the face of the proviso that no creditor shall be 
entitled to the benefit who shall not execute within the period, 
to deal with the plaintiff as an executing creditor and permit 
him under the special circumstances to come in. 
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